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EDITOR’S PEEEAOE 


The book here ofered to the public consists of lectures 
delivered in the University of Cambridge to students of history 
aM of moral sciences. In arranging it for publication I have 
rerSined the lecture form, so as to avoid xmnecessary changes 
of phraseology. 

It had of late years been more and more decidedly the 
author’s view — as he has left on record — ^that a threefold 
treatment of politics is desirable for completeness : — first, an 
exposition analytical and deductive, such as he attempted 
in his work on the Elements of Politics ; secondly, an evolu- 
tionary study of the development of polity within the 
historic period in Europe, beginning with the earliest known 
GrsBco-Roman and Teutonic polity, and carried down to the 
modern state of Europe "'and its colonies as the last result of 
political evolution ; thirdly, a comparative study of the con- 
s£itutions of Europe and its colonies in connexion with the 
history of what may be called the constithtidh-makmg century 
which has just ended. The present book is an attempt at a 
treatment of political science from the second point of view. A 
description of its plan and scope will be found in the first 
lecture. In reading the book it should be borne in mind that it 
does not deal with theoretical politics as such. The theory of 
politics is treated in Elements of Politics, where the work and 
structure of the modern state are examined, and though the 
present book is complete in itself, it is intended that, for a full 
view of the subject, both books should he read. As a matter 
of fact, Mr. Sidgwick often gave a course of lectures on Political 
Theory along with the lectures contained in this hook — some 
of Jiis pupils attending both courses. 

With regard to the third point of view, the comparative 
study of present constitutions would, as Mr. Sidgwick himself 
said, to some extent overlap with this book, but only in 
its later part. It was a favourite idea of his, when he was 
making plans for the future, that he might reside abroad 
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for some time in difierent countries successively in order to 
learn on the spot, not only what their constitutions were on 
paper, but what they were in fact — ^how they actually worked, 
and what tendencies to development were operating, The 
scheme was perhaps too ambitious to have had, at Mr. Sidgwick’s 
age, much chance of being carried out by him, but it is a scheme 
which, if adequately performed, ought to afiord much interest 
and instruction. 

To return to the present work, it should he observed that in 
lecturing it was Mr. Sidgwick’s practice to write hff lectures 
pretty completely— though occasionally parts were at first only 
in the form of full notes — and generally to discuss the subject 
of them afterwards with the members of his class hy me^s 
of papers and essays and conversation classes. When the ilext 
occasion arrived fox lecturing on the same subject, he went 
through the lectures again before delivering them, added the 
results of further study, endeavoured to remove difficulties or 
obscurities, and made any other improvements that occurred to 
Mm — often changing somewhat the order of treatment. To 
facilitate this piocess, he used during the latter part of his life 
to write, as a rule, on loose sheets of paper, which could be 
shuffled about, and when too much obscured by erasures and 
marginal additions, be rewritten — a plan which also made it 
easy to interpolate additional sheets. When he felt that the 
matter had become sufficiently mature to be worked up into a 
book, he would determine its general arrangement and adapt 
the lectures to it. Finally, in preparing the work for publica- 
tion he would revise what was written, add new matter, and fill 
up gaps. It is thus that his Elements of Politics and, I believe, 
hia Methods of Ethics were composed. The present work has 
not, of course, undergone the later finishing process, and indeed 
the author was himself doubtful whether it was su^ciently 
finished for publication. He had been led to give up the idea 
of publishing so long as he held his professorship, feeling that 
the time and labour required to make it what he considered 
an adequately scholarly hook could not — owing to arrange- 
ments in connexion with the teaching and examinations at 
Cambridge— be given consistently with hia duty as Professor 
of Moral Philosophy. He intended to resign his chair ii> a 
year or two, and hoped then to return to this work ; but Ms 
iUnesa and death in 1900 out short his plans. With regard 
to the pubheation of the book, he directed me to seek advice 
from friends competent to judge. I have received much kind 
advice and assistance from Mr. James Bryce, Mr. A. V. iJicey, 
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Mr. 0. Browning, Mr. T. Tiiornely, and others, and all whom 
I have consulted, including my brother, Mr. A. J. Balfour, who 
read the first half of the book, have recommended pubhca- 
tion. The reader will doubtless notice, however, that the 
treatment is unequal — that some points are more fully dealt 
with, and in a more finished manner than others. In particular, 

I have little doubt that the last three lectures would have 
received further development in the hands of the author had h^ 
lived. It is perhaps fortunate, however, that in Elements of 
Politics l^ere is a good deal said incidentally about present 
polities, which may be regarded as supplementary to Lectures 
XXVIII. and xxix. This is, partly at least, referred to in foot- 
notes in the appropriate places. 

^With regard to my responsibility as editor, I have through- 
out, in accordance with the author’s expressed desire con- 
cerning any work of his to be published after his death, made 
such verbal alterations and corrections of inadvertencies as 
seemed to be needed, and I have of course added connecting 
words when the sentences were not fully written out in the 
manuscript. But in every case where the slightest doubt 
seemed possible as to what was the sense of the words 
intended to be read in, I have enclosed those I have added in 
square brackets. I think it has only happened two or three 
times in the course of the book. The substance and expres- 
sion are therefore entirely the author’s. 

• As regards arrangement my responsibility is greater, owing 
partly to the way in which the lectures had been given. Mr. 
Sidgwiok first lectured on the subject, I think, in 1885-^6, 
and from that date he seems to have lectured on it in every 
year till 1898-99. But the last course — given in the Easter 
term of 1899 — was a short one of eight lectures, and the 
previous course had also not been a full course. To adapt the 
lectures to these short courses the manuscript had been much 
disarranged, and it was not put into order afterwards ; and the 
author’s habit of altering the sequence of the sheets and con- 
stantly renumbering them renders the numbering practically 
useless in most cases. I have therefore had to use my own 
judgment as to order, and in this part of the work I have re- 
ceded very material assistance from students’ note-hooka. I had 
note-books of different years, and was thus able not only to 
see approximately what the order of treatment had been, but 
also that in different years it was not the same. Under these 
ciroumatances a certain amoimt of patching together was 
needed. In doing this I have used entirely the author’s manu- 
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script ; but in order to make transitions as smooth as possible 
I have sometimes allowed myself, when there were diflerent 
versions of the same thing, to choose one sentence from one 
and another from another version, I have also oc/jasionally 
interpolated passages from portions of the author’s manuscript 
other than what was tied together as the material for this book. 
-In such rearrangement there was, of course, a certain danger 

misrepresenting the author’s meaning, and of using material 
intended to be superseded, but I have endeavoured to avoid 
both dangers. 

It will be seen from what I have said that I am to a con- 
siderable extent responsible for the details of arrangement ; and 
I hope that if the reader should think there are defects of order, 
or too much iteration of particular points, or other similar defers, 
he will attribute the fault to the editor, and not to the author. 
It should be mentioned that the first three lectures and Lecture x. 
(on Eome) had been put into print by the author for the use of 
his class. These are arranged as he left them, except that I 
have interpolated § 6 in Lecture i., this appearing to be the 
most appropriate place for it. 

As regards footnotes and Appendix, I am largely responsible 
for the selection. A good many of the footnotes were, it is 
true, indicated as such by the author, and some parts of the 
manuscript tied together as the material of the book, which did 
not seem to fit in well into the text, have also been introduced 
as notes ; but other footnotes and moat of the notes in the 
Appendix have been introduced by me from other portions of 
the manuscript left by the author, because they seemed to me 
useful in throwing light on the text, or to be in themselves 
interesting. The distinction between footnotes and Appendix 
is only that the notes in the latter are either too long to be 
conveniently introduced as footnotes, or their connexjon with 
the text is somewhat iudirect. I have in the course of the book 
inserted one or two editorial footnotes, but these are, I think, 
clearly indicated as such, and explain themselves. 

I should hke to he able to give, as the author would have 
done, a list of the books to which he was most indebted in the 
composition of this work. But this is unfortunately impossible. 
I could give a long list of books used and annotated in the 
course of prepariug it, but it would probably be incomplete, 
and ia any case would not represent the degree in which he had 
made use of them respectively. All I have been able to do is 
to give, so far as possible, the references to actual quotations or 
what are very nearly quotations. • 
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It remaina to thank thoae who have helped in various ways 
in the course ol the work. I have first to thank Mr, Bryce, 
Mr. Dicey, Mr, Browning, and Mr. Thornely, and Miss Alice 
Gardner,. Lecturer on History at Newnham College — ^not only, 
as already mentioned, for advice, but also for reading the 
proofs and making criticisms, which, though they could not — as 
they might in the author’s lifetime — modify the substance of 
what was said, have yet enabled me to remove clerical error{5<^, 
and, with the help of other parts of the manuscript, to improve 
some passages and to make some points clearer. And here I 
should like to mention that the author had shown some of the 
lectures, in an earlier form, to the late Sir John Seeley, to 
Mr. P. F. Willert, and to Mr. Stanley Loathes — ^perhaps to 
otters — and had received criticisms and suggestions from them 
which he doubtless made use of. Mr. H. G. Dakyns, who 
had also read some of the lectures before, has greatly helped 
me, not only by reading the proofs, but by going through 
some of the manuscript with me. I have to thank Mss E. M, 
Colman and Mrs. Percy Godber for lending me their notes of 
the lectures which they attended in 1894:-95 and 1895-96 
respectively. Miss Gardner, already mentioned, and Miss E. 
M. Sharpley, Lecturer in Classics at Newnham College, have, 
besides helping me to correct the proofs, taken much trouble in 
looldng out and verifying references ; and in this Mr. Thornely 
and Mr. Dakyns have also helped. To Miss Gardner I am 
fiirther indebted for the Index, and for help with the Table of 
Contents. 

ELEANOE MILDRED SIDGWICK. 

Newnham Oolleoe, Oambuidqe, 

August 1903. 


The Second Edition of this book (1913) is a verbatim reprint of 
the First Edition. 
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is another caiiBe, acting by example and tradition and 
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LECTURE I 

. INTRODUOTOEY SURVEY OE THE SUBJECT 

§ 1. I PURPOSE, in tlie Lectures that follow, to treat sum- 
marily an important part of the history of Political Societies, 
from the point of view of Inductive Political Science, as 
I conceive it. The full meaning of the term Political 
Society ” will be unfolded as we proceed : provisionally I 
mean by it a group of human beings united among them- 
selves, and separated from other human beings, by the fact 
that they habitually obey the same government, and thus 
form a corporate whole, whose life may he distinguished 
from that of the individuals composing it. Such a society, 
when it has reached a certain stage of civilisation, is also 
called a “ State,” and I shall use this as an alternative term. 
I regard Government as the essential characteristic of States 
or Political Societies as such ; and it is as possessing Govern- 
ment that I shall be concerned with these bodies from first 
to last. With other characteristics of social man, as we 
£nd him in different ages and countries, his languages, his 
customs, his religions, his science and art, even his economic 
condition, I shall only be concerned indirectly ; i.e. so far as 
these other characteristics have an important connection in 
the^w av of cause and effect, with what I shall call, for 
brevity, his polity ” — meaning by polity ” the structure 
of the government under which he lives, and its relations to 
the governed. 

In saying that I treat of Political Societies from the 
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point of view of Political Science,” I mean, on the one 
hand, that I am concerned piimarily with polities as they 
aie and have been, and not with polity as it ought to be ; and, 
on the other hand, that I study them primarily with the 
view of ascertaining (1) the classes to which they belong, 

. or the general types which they exemplify, and (2) the 
causes which have led to the prevalence of this or that 
general type in difierent regions at different times. I thus 
^stinguish the point of view of Political Science oft the one 
hand from that of the wider and more comprehensive 
subject which we call Political Philosophy, and on the other 
hand from that of ordinary political history. On the one 
hand, Political Science (so treated) does not — as Political 
Philosophy does — concern itself directly with the right or 
best form of government, or the form which we should aim 
at introducing at the particular stage which we have reached 
in the development of society. We may, indeed, hope to 
derive from Political Science results of practical utility — 
I shall presently consider in what way and to what extent — 
but still its primary business is not political construction, 
§ 6 . but generalisation from political facts, whether furnished by 
g ^ history ox by contemporary observation. So far as oux 
\udy deals with types of polity, they are types obtained ’by 
tere abstraction from the world of reality, not ideal types 
^hich it sets before iia as models to be aimed at. 

On the other hand, the distinction between Political 
AP'Science and ordinary political history lies in the generality 
j^^f the object of science. What as students of Political 
Science we are primarily concerned to ascertain, is not the 
structure or functions of government in any particular^ 
historical community, but the distinctive characteristics of 
different forms of government in respect of their structure or 
their functions ; not the particular process of political change 
in (e.^.) Athens or England, but the general laws or tend- 
encies of change exemplified by such particular processes. 

Hence it often happens that the same political facts are 
studied in very different relations by the historian and hy 
the student of Political Science respectively. The historian 
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aims primarily at presenting facts in their chronological 
order ; hut in comparing the political development of 
different parts of the human race, we find — ^throughout the 
past as well as at the present time — that they are contem- 
poraneously at very different stages of development, and 
may consequently he approximately in the same stage at 
very wide intervals of time. Political Science, accordingly, 
aims at hringing together for comparison societies similar 
in their p"blitical characteristics, however widely separated in 
time. Thus, when, at the outset of our study, we endeavour 
to form a general conception of the primitive Indo- 
Germanic pohty,” ^ we have to compare what Tacitus tells 
us of the Germans of his time, not with the contem- 
poraneous political organisation of Eome, but with the very 
earliest form of Eoman polity that antiquarian study enables 
us to discern. 

§ 2. Political Science, then, aims like other sciences at 
ascertaining relations of resemblance among the objects that 
it studies ; it seeks to arrange them in classes, or to exhibit 
them as examples of types. But though classification is an 
important part of its task, it is not the whole of it ; nor is 
it, I may say, the most interesting part. "What specially 
interests us in comparing different forms of pohty is to 
ascertain their causes and effects, and especially the order 
of development according to which one form tends to 
succeed another. This is, no doubt, a difficult under- 
taking ; and I could not attempt to perform it, even in a 
summary und tentative way, in regard to the whole range of 
political societies historically known to us. But in fact I 
«hall confine myself in the main to a limited portion of 
the subject, which I select as having a special interest 
for my readers, both on scientific and on political grounds. 
What I shall mainly attempt is to exhibit with their dia- 
tio^ive characteristics, to classify according to their most 
important resemblances, and to fink together by the con- 
ception of continuous development, the principal forms of 
political society which the history of European civilisation 
^ TLg phrase is SVeBinan’s. 
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mauifests ; regarding them as stages in the historic process 
through which political society has passed, and of which the 
modern state, as we know it, is the outcome. 

European History, thus treated, acquires what may be 
called a morphological unity. This is not, of course, the 
only point of view from which the unity of history might 
he regarded. The development of civilised society is a very 
complex fact, which has many elements or aspects ; and 
there are other elements — e.g, the development of thought 
or knowledge — ^which might fairly claim to be taken as the 
central and primary fact, round which other developments 
are to be grouped. Still, the development of organised 
political society does afford us a central element or strand 
of social change, in tracing which we are naturally led 
to conceive as a continuous whole the processes that we 
are accustomed to separate as “ ancient,^' medieval,” and 
“ modern ” history. 

Now in order to conceive the unity of this process vividly 
and fully, it is important to linlc the past with the present 
— to keep before our minds that “ history is past politics, 
politics present history.” And when we thus connect the 
past with the present, our thoughts are inevitably carried 
through the present to the future,' — especially to the future 
of the group or system of states of which our own is a 
member, and which is now manifestly dominant over the 
greater part of the globe. And thus though, as I have said, 
the aim of Political Science is not directly practical, 
we are naturally led to study the past development of 
political society with more than purely speculative curiosity ; 
we are concerned to ascertain the kind and amount of guid^ 
ance, in reference to the practical problems of our own age, 
which we may hope to obtain from this study. As I have 
elsewhere explained/ I do not think that the historical 
method is the one to be primarily used in attemptin^Jp 
find reasoned solutions of the prohlems of practical politics. 
In the first place, History cannot, I conceive, determine the 
ultimate end and standard of good and bad, right and 
^ Elements of PoUticSi chap. i. 
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wrongs in political institutions ; wlietKer we take tliis to 
be general happiness, or as others hold, human well-being 
interpreted somehow so as to distinguish it from happiness. 
This ultimate end we cannot get from history ; we bring it 
with us to history when we judge of the goodness or bad- 
ness of the past laws and political institutions which history 
shows us. Secondly, supposing that we are agreed as to 
the ultimate end at which a statesman should aim, historical 
inquiry appears to me only useful in a hmited and secondary 
way in determining our choice of means for the attainment 
of the end ; in consequence of the continual process of 
change and development through which political societies 
move, which renders the experience of the past — unless it 
be a comparatively recent past — largely inapplicable to the 
present needs of the most advanced co mm unities. 

But, though the history of the past cannot, iu my view, 
be tbe primary source of our data for deciding the political 
questions of our own age and country, it is stiU very 
important that we should obtain from it such guidance as 
it can furnish. Firstly, so far as from the study of what 
has been we can ascertain tbe laws of political evolution, 
and thus forecast — even dimly — ^what is to be, though such 
forecast cannot determine positively our political ideal, it 
may determine it negatively by indicating what is not to be 
aimed at as out of oux reach ; we may obtain from it some 
notion of the limits within which any practicable ideal is 
confined, the kind of society and circumstances for which the 
pobtical institutions of the future will have to be adapted. 
We may also learn, if not with certainty still with consider- 
able probability, which of the elements and characteristics of 
our own political society are likely to increase and become 
more important as the years go on, and which are likely 
to decrease and become less important. How far any such 
fpi^ast is scientifically attainable, I do not yet determine ; 
but it must always be the aim and inspiration of Political 
Science to attain it as far as possible. 

Secondly, history may render us a different kind of service 
in deabng with other societies than our own — whether 
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foreign nations or dependencies. For tlie history of political 
institutions shows us a variety of forms of political and social 
organisation, the study of which may enable us to under- 
stand better the nature and probable behaviour of organisms 
of the same kind existing contemporaneously ; since human 
societies, as I have already observed, are co-existing in all 
difEerent stages of development, and we have actually to 
deal with communities for whose present political and social 
condition instructive analogies are to be found in the past 
condition of societies better known to us. Thus competent 
judges hold that it might have prevented serious mistakes in 
our government of India, if the governing statesmen had had 
before their minds the historical development of land-tenure, 
as we now conceive it to have taken place in European 
countries. 

In this way history, in the ordinary sense, — the study of 
the past, — ^furnishes one element of what may be called 
Comparative Politics,” the other element being supplied 
by contemporary observation. The two mutually assist and 
supplement each other, though the task of combining the 
difEerent sets of data is often difficult. 

§ 3. This leads us to the question that has the greatest 
practical interest — ^viz. how far we can find in the past 
history of pohty instructive analogies for our own political 
condition ? 

Now, primd facie^ if we West Europeans are right in 
regarding ourselves as in the van of progress, we can only 
find close analogies of this kind in the recent history of states 
that form with us a group moving together ; e,g, the United 
States and our own colonies may teach us valuable lessons^ 
of experience as to the workiag of that representative 
democracy whicli appears to be our destiny, but which is 
more completely established there than here. 

But it is not only in recent history that such analogifis 
have been sought during the long and active political discussion 
that has taken place, since aspirations after republican liberty 
and virtue found stirring expression in Europe in the middle 
of the eighteenth century. Prom the time of Montesquieu 
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and Eousseau, down to the time of Sir Henry Maine, a leading 
place has been given in such discussions to the consideration 
of democracy as known to us from Greek and Eoman history. 
It has been held that a careful study of this previous experi- 
ence is Idcely to throw important light on the process of 
change now going on in the type of political society to which, 
our own State belongs — what we may call the normal State of 
Western Europe and America. It is commonly agreed that 
the We?t European states are at present moving toward 
democracy; and in considering whether this movement is 
good or bad, and how we ought to meet the dangers and 
difficulties involved in it, analogical arguments are con- 
tinually based on what is known to us from history as to the 
behaviour of the Demos of Greek city-states, and of Roman 
popular assemblies in the latest phase of the Republic, I 
hold that such analogies have to be used with great caution, 
owing to the important diSerences between Grseco-Roman 
political conditions and those of modern Europe : especially 
(1) the difference between the direct democracy of a 
small state where all can meet in one assembly, and the 
representative democracy of the larger states which are 
the normal kind in our modern world : (2) the difference 
introduced by slavery, which, in the most democratic of 
ancient communities, excluded absolutely from political rights 
a large portion of the manual labour class : (3) the separa- 
tion of Church and State, which our modem societies inherit 
from medieval Europe : and (4) the changed conditions and 
position of industry in the modern State. StiU, making all 
allowances for these differences, I think that it is interesting 
and iustxuctive to compare the successive stages in the more 
rapid development of the city-states of ancient Greece and 
Italy with the successive stages in the slower development 
of the “ country-state ” or nation-state ” of modern Europe.^ 
— ^whatever be the degree of resemblance between the 
developments — at any rate the careful and systematic per- 
formance of this comparison gives the right point of view 

1 The comparison was snggesfced many years ago by fche German historian 
Gervinus in his Introduction to the History of the Nineteenth Ceninry. 
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for estimating the value of the lessons that will in any 
case continue to be drawn from ancient history for modern 
politicians. 

It need hardly he added that the earlier process is con- 
nected with the later not merely in the way of resemblance 
^ and analogy. The ‘‘ modern state ” — the last result of political 
civilisation — is a type exemplified almost exclusively by the 
states of Western Europe, and the colonies that have sprung 
from them ; and the states of Western Europe are either (1) 
portions of the Roman Empire, broken up by the irruption 
of the Germans, and reconstituted under the blended in- 
fluences of Roman civilisation and the primitive political 
habits of the German tribes ; or (2) nations originally akin 
to these conquering tribes, and subsequently drawn within 
the influences of their political and social development. 
Erance, Spain, Italy, are examples of the former ; Germany 
and Scandinavia of the latter class ; England hes historically 
between the two, but in tracing the conditions of political 
development must be classed with the latter.^ Again, 
the pohtical thought of this whole group of states has been 
to an important extent influenced by the study of Greek 
history and the political conceptions and doctrines of Greek 
thinkers derived from reflection on the phenomena of the 
Greek city-states. 

I propose accordingly to confine my attention mainly to 
the political institutions of the ancient Greeks and Romans, 
and of Western Europe and its colonies in post-Roman times. 
And this limitation is less narrow than it seems, if the 
special aim of Political Science, as above explained, be kept 
in view. Of course, in the widest sense of the term, political 
institutions are not peculiar to any one part of the globe, 
or any one of the different races of men. Though there 
are societies — groups of gregarious men — in which the 

differentiation into governors and governed is barely pQfc 

^ Although England was long a province of the Rohian Empire, which 
Germany— in the main— 'Was not, still, for reasons that will hereafter appear, 
the political development of Germany was more influenced by ideas derived 
from Rome than that of Enf^land. 
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oeptiblo, sucb societies constitute a very insignificant portion 
of fiumanity : it is almost universally true tliat a man is a 

political animal in tlie sense of being eitber ruler or ruled, 
either obeying or constituting a government of some kind. 
But there is a sense in wldch higher political develop- 
ment has originated almost exclusively in, and is stiH 
mainly confined to certain portions of the white, or — as 
some stiU call it — Caucasian race. They alone have 
developeS., along with the development of their civilisation,^ 
governing organs of which the members are accustomed to 
rule and obey alternately ^ — ^kether (1) the supreme ruler 
is merely elected by the citizens for a limited time, and then 
gives up power and may be formally called to account 
for his exercise of it, or (2) the supreme rule is in whole 
or in part exercised collectively by a body of citizens meeting 
from time to time. 

In the history of political institutions these forms 
interest us most, not only as citizens of a modern West- 
European State, but as students of Political Science : just as 
the highest forms of life have a special interest for the bio- 
logist. I shall accordingly confine my attention mainly to 
the nations who have shown a power of developing them. 
And among them the most impoirbant and conspicuous of 
those whose history is known to us are certainly the Greeks, 
Romans, and West -Europeans. They stand pre-eminent 
among the civilised portions of humanity as having de- 
veloped, up to the highest point that theic civilisation has 
yet reached, not only pohtical institutions, but constitutions 
and constitutional ideas and theories. 

• We cannot indeed confine our attention to constitutional 
governments ; since we shall continually have presented 
to us, from almost the beginning to almost the end of the 
process that we shall be studying, the form of government 
whiph is commonly distinguished as absolute ” monarchy. 

^ This quaUfication is required, because Tve find tbe rudiments of such an 
organ, in the form of the “ assembly of the nation in arms,’* in that primitive 
polity which is not confined to any one race. 

® Kal dpyeaSdL, 
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Indeed it is notewortliyj that if wo take a siiininary 
survey of the actual experienco of cinlisocl sooioties ia 
matters of government— esiending it as far as we can 
through time and space— the one which in extent of human 
"beings ruled by it surpasses all the rest is so-called Absolute 
Monarchy. By the word Absolute it is not, of course, 
meant that the power of the ruler over tie ruled is practi- 
cally unlimited — that he can deal with his subjects as if they 
were a troop of cattle. Such a ruler has always been more 
or less controlled by his fear of the disapprobation of his 
subjects and his desire of their esteem ; by his fear of the 
ultima ratio of revolution, wMcli has never been unknown in 
any political society ; by the influence of religion on his own 
mind, and his knowledge of its influence on the minds 
of others. He has been restrained in earlier stages of 
civilisation by the general recognition which lie shares of 
law or custom as something fixed and unalterable, having a 
source higher than ordinary human volition ; in later stages 
by the complexity of the system of law and the machiiiory 
of administration in a civilised state, rendering it increasingly 
diffloult for the monarch to ellect any change that ho 
desires without causing other grave consequences that he 
does not desire. What is meant by calling him “ absolute 
is that there is no established constitutional authority — no 
human authority that his subjects habitually obey as much 
as they obey him — ^whioh can legitimately resist him or call 
him to account. 

It is not difficult to understand why this kind of 
monarchy should be common. If any government — ^however 
complex its structure — were in an ideally good condition,'^ 
the resolutions and actions of its various parts and 
organs would be as harmonious and consistent as if they 
emanated from one rational will : and obviously, the 
simplest method of producing unity and order in ^he 
efieots of government is by giving the ultimate control in 
all matters to the will of one man. The eflectiveness of 
such a government, when power is concentrated in the 
hands of an able man, is shown by many examples of even 
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irregular despotism botli in ancient and in modern times. 
No doubt in the great monarchies founded by conquest, the 
habit of obedience in the conquered is not supported by a 
sense of the advantages of government, but by a fear of 
the consequences of resisting. But in the conquering nation 
the habit of obedience to a single man's will is doubtless 
strengthened by the perception of its advantage in securing 
vigour and consistency of action in struggles with other 
nations. Doubtless many warriors besides the warrior in 
the Iliad have said in primitive ages, Many ruling is not 
good, let there be one ruler.*' As I have just hinted, we 
must not suppose that where this form of government has 
been permanently established the governed have submitted 
with uniform patience to the evils resulting from this con- 
centration of power in the hands of an unfit irresponsible 
individual ; but where they have successfully rebelled against 
it they have not endeavoured to modify the form of govern- 
ment : they have merely got rid of one man and put another 
in his place. 

In the general history, then, of political institutions 
it is a peculiar characteristic of certain portions of the 
white race or races of men, that they have maintained, 
in advanced stages of civilisation, a difierent method — 
at once more artificial and more orderly — of avoiding 
the evils of arbitrary rule ; while at the same time 
endeavouring to maintain the unity of resolution and 
action which is necessary for the efficient performance of 
governmental fimctions. Tbia is what we call the con- 
stitutional method. 

Considering the greater complexity which this method, 
when fully developed, involves, in the current conception 
of government and the habit of political obedience, we 
should expect to find its complete development limited to 
societies which have made some progress in civilisation ; 
but history further shows that the progress of civiHsation, 
at any rate in its earlier stages, has no general tendency to 
bring it into use. It has iu fact been confined, as I have 
said, to the white race — ^until very recently — and mainly, 
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though not entirely/ to the Indo - Germanic family of 
nations : and even within these limits it seems to have 
required special external conditions for its development. 

§ 4. Some explanation is required of those notions of “ race ’’ 
and ‘‘ family of nations.'^ Firstly, in speaking of the '' white 
race/’ I do not mean to imply that there are four or live original 
stocks of human beings, distinguishable by colour and other 
marks, as white,” brown,” “ yellow,” and black ” races. 
In the present state of anthropology there is no ground 
fox assuming any such original differences of stocks ; and 
the physical differences actually existing are more numer- 
ous and complicated, and shade off into each other more 
gradually, than the popular nomenclature suggests. And 
since all varieties of human beings are zoologically of one 
species — ^inter-marriage between any two generally producing 
fertile offspring — the physical differences of race historioally 
presented may be to an indefinite extent referable to 
crossing of breeds. A special instance of this is perhaps 
presented by the marked differences we find between tlie fair 
whites, prevalent in Northern Europe, and the dark whites 
prevalent in Southern Europe and parts of Asia ; — as the 
latter are considered by leading anthropologists to be prob- 
ably due to a crossing of the fair whites with a darker race. 
It is to be observed that this distinction cuts across that 
which Comparative Philology would lead us to draw between 
Aryan or Indo-Germanic and Semitic nations ; and this 
illustrates another uncertainty in which the application 
of the notion of “ race ” is involved, from the difficulty of 
separating, among the mental characteristics that distinguish 
average members of different societies, what comes from 
physical heredity and what from social influence. In con- 
sequence of this affinities of language are a very imperfect 
guide to affinities of race. Hence, in speaking of the 
Indo-Germanic family of nations,” I must not be under- 
stood to imply that the nations thus grouped together are all 
physically derived from one stock ; but only that they are 

The oonafcitufcion of SoraiUo Carthago appears to have borne a high repu- 
tation in Greece in the time of Aristotle, and Iji.tcr. 
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connected with one ancient social group by a continuous 
social life^ evidenced by continuity of language and at least 
partly due to continuity of race. 

At the same time there are certain broad distinctions of 
physical race which have remained nearly permanent during 
the range of history. As Mr. Tylox ^ says, on the wall-paint- 
ings at Thebes we can distinguish red-brown Eg5rptians, Ethio- 
pians hke those of the present day, captives from Palestine 
with the Veil-known Semitic profile, thick-lipped negroes, and 
fair-skinned Libyans. And these examples may remind us 
that civilisation is not a monopoly of the white race, in the 
widest sense of that term. “ At the dawn of history, the 
leaders of culture were the brown Egyptians, and the Baby- 
lonians/^ whose language is not connected with any Imown 
language of white nations ; while the yellow Mongoloid 
Chinese have been “ for four thousand years or more a 
civihsed and literary nation.^* The civilisation that spread 
round the Mediterranean was not originated by the dark 
whites — ^Phoenicians, Greeks, Romans — ^but only carried on 
by them. Still we may perhaps say that higher j)olitical civil- 
isation, the capacity fox developing constitutional government 
in a civilised state^ belongs primarily to the white race ; and 
mainly to branches of the white race which speak an Indo- 
Germanic language, and therefore show a partial continuity 
of descent from one single original group. 

The consideration of race leads us naturally to the 
consideration of climate and external conditions : since the 
view that the diversity of the races of men results from a 
number of separate origins is now antiquated ; this diversity 
»is now generally held to be due to the gradual summation of 
the efiects, direct or indirect, of the action of external con- 
ditions on the primitive human organism. It is interesting 
therefore to consider briefly how far climate and external 
conditions have operated to render certain portions of the 
white race, or its Indo-Germanic branch, more adapted for 
higher political development than others. It would certainly 
seem that temperate climate is favourable to this develop- 
^ Anthrovology, chap, i. 
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ment ; since in arctic regions the special difficulties of the 
struggle for existence, and the consequent spaxsenesa of the 
population, impede the development of civilisation ; while 
it is an old remark that the inhabitants of hot climates tend 
to he at once passionate and (except under pressure of 
physical need) indolent. Thus the sober intelligence, self- 
control, and sustained energy required for constitutional 
government has a better chance of being developed in 
temperate climes ; though, having been developed there, this 
kind of polity may spread to other regions in which it would 
not have originated,— like other inventions for the improve- 
ment of man's estate, originally produced under specially 
favouring conditions. 

But climate is not the only external condition that is 
important in tracing the history of polity. Indeed through- 
out this history we continually meet striking instances in 
which the exceptional political development of parts of the 
human race is clearly due to the exceptional nature or 
relations of the land which they inhabit. Thus in medieval 
and modern history I need only mention the names of Venice, 
Switzerland, Holland, England, to recall undoubted examples 
of this. A no less important case is Greece. Even a study 
of Greek history alone suggests strongly that the peculiar 
configuration of Greece — with moxmtains that separate 
tribes and favour independence, and water-ways favouring 
trade and communication — is specially adapted for the 
growth of the earlier forms of civilised constitutional govern- 
ment : and this suggestion is supported by the fact that 
in other cases, where nature, by large rivers running through 
fertile plains, has favoured conveyance and communication 
without favouring independence, and has thus facilitated a 
transition from barbarism to civilisation, — ^the civilisation 
has been developed on a purely monarchical basis. Indeed 
the very predominance of simple monarchy that we have 
already noticed in the greater part of the history of civilisa- 
tion, seems to justify us in attributing the peculiar develop- 
ment of Greece partly to its special physical conditions. 
In the great States of Egypt^ Babylonia, Assyria, Persia, 
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wliose history is antecedent to, or contemporaneous with, 
that of Grrcece, monarchy is absolute, in the sense above 
explained : from the time that we have any knowledge of 
them, the mass of the people have nothing to do with the 
government of their country except to obey it,” and the 
subordinate governors have no constitutional right to oppose 
the will of the monarch. Whenever such opposition takes 
place, it means revolt and partial disorder. 

We have, however, now to observe that so far as the 
evidence of history goes, this is not the primitive poKtical 
condition : and I shall hereafter try to show that we 
have no valid reason for regarding it as the condition that 
naturally arises first when the state develops out of the 
family. At any rate the earliest polity known to us in 
the history of the peoples with whom we are to be mainly 
concerned, appears to be — commonly if not universally — one 
not merely of greater equality of conditions, and greater 
individual independence, but also of greater collective 
control on the part of the fighting -men of the primitive 
tribe. 

§ 5. It is accordingly with the form of polity which Mr. 
Preeman calls the “ primitive Aryan or Indo - Germanic 
polity,” ^ that I shall commence my sketch of the develop- 
ment of political institutions in Europe. It is not to be 
regarded as in any way peculiar to the Aryan or Indo- 
Germanic race : still I shall only examine it in the forms 
in which we find it at the outset of the historically known 
development of the branches of the Indo-Germanic race with 
which we are specially concerned — Greeks, Eomans, and 
.Germans, I shall trace the resemblance amid differences 
which we find in comparing the earliest known political 
institutions of the Germans, with the earliest known political 
institutions of Greece and Rome. Then, taking my stand 
on these beginnings of the history of the peoples that most 
interest us, I shall look backward and endeavour to trace 
briefly what can be dimly and conjecturaUy discerned of their 

^ I shall tiy to show later that the word primitive is liable to be mia- 
leading. 
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political development in still earlier times, combining anti- 
quarian speculation witli inferences from what we know of 
these earUer stages of development as exhibited by other 
portions of society. In this way we shall get as near as — 
in my opinion — a sober-minded inquirer ought to go to the 
consideration of the old question of the origin of political 
society. 

Then, turning our faces towards the down-flowing stream 
of time, wc shall follow the comparatively rapid evolution of 
the different forms of government in tie city-state which is 
the leading type of a civilised pohtical community in the 
most brilliant period of ancient Greece — in contrast to the 
country-state which is the leading type in modern European 
history. I shall trace, as far as out imperfect knowledge 
allows, the movement from the primitive polity — in which 
we can distinguish a certain division of powers in varying 
proportions among three elements, a king, a council of sub- 
ordinate chiefs, and the whole body of free fighting men 
— to an oligarchical form of government ; and shall show 
briefly how this oligarchy tends to assume various forms in 
different states, and to pass through various phases, I 
shall then pass to examine the Tyrarmis or unconstitutional 
despotism which, in the seventh and sixth centuries B.c., 
tends to prevail for a time in many of the leading states of 
Greece — ^partly in consequence of popular movements against 
the established oligarchy — and the prevalence of which is a 
special and important feature in the evolution of the city- 
state, in ancient Greece and medieval Italy alike. I shall 
then pass to the period best known to us : in which a 
movement towards fully developed democracy is, on the^ 
whole, unmistakable ; though this form of government is 
often temporarily overcome by oligarchy, and towards the 
close of the period — as the old citizen militia give place 
to mercenary armies — ^is increasingly liable to lapse again 
into unconstitutional despotism. With the aid of Aristotle 
I shall briefly analyse the general causes that tended to 
bring into being and preserve one or other of these different 
forms of government in the Greek city-state : and shall note 
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how rare in Aristotle’s own view is even an approximation 
to his ideal government by those best qualified to govern — 
aristocracy in the true sense ; and how difficult it was even 
to maintain that moderate constitutional democracy which he 
recommended as the best practical lorm of government for the 
Greek city-states of the latter half of the fourth century b.c» 
Then I shall note the failure of the Greek townSj in the 
most briUiant period of their history, to realise a stable 
federal uffion ; and shall finally call attention to the remark- 
able degree of success achieved by federation even under 
the unfavourable conditions of Macedonian predominance. 

Then, turning to Rome, I shall note the early character- 
istics and changes of Roman political institutions in the 
light thrown on them by Greek analogies ; and shall analyse 
the nature and causes of the strangely but successfully com- 
pacted constitution that emerged from the long conflicts of 
the fifth and fourth centuries B.o. I shall try to explain how 
a popular assembly constitutionally supreme, and tending in 
each of its two later forms — as assembly in tribes and assembly 
in hundreds — to be continually more democratically organ- 
ised, yet leaves contentedly the practical control of affairs in 
the hands of an aristocratic senate, while Rome is conquering 
first Italy and then the world round the Mediterranean. I 
shall further point out how, while the process of conquest 
went on, a continual extension of Roman citizenship, by an 
elaborate process of expansion and absorption combined, 
swelled the great city-state into what Aristotle would have 
regarded as a monstrous overgrowth ; until, under the shock 
of the war with the Italian allies at the beginning of the 
^st century b.g., it became finally transformed, by the ab- 
sorption of the Itahans en masse, into a country-state mis- 
represented by a metropohtan mob, and quite inadequately 
organised for its task of imperial rule. I shall then explain 
briefly the nature of the transition-painful and sanguinary, 
but rendered inevitable by expansion and conquest — from 
republic to monarchy, at first partly hidden under republican 
forms and working through republican institutions ; until 
the distinction between Roman citizen and Roman subject 
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lias vanished under Caracalla, and, in the hands of 
Diocletian, the Empire stands forth an unveiled and 
untempered despotism. 

Then, surveying from this point the whole antecedent 
history of Greco-Italian civilisation, I shall examine the 
development of the general notion of governmental functions 
— and especially of the relation of Law to Government — 
both as conceived by ancient thinkers, and as realised in the 
actual facts of Greco-Eoman polity. 

Then, gliding across the collapse of the Western Empire, 
I shall note the changes undergone by the political structure 
of the old Teutonic community, in its eSorts to meet the 
severe demands made on it by the complex and disorderly 
conditions of the new semi-barbaric kingdoms formed in 
the fifth century a.d. I shall show how Teutonic, Imperial, 
and Christian institutions combined and mingled ; until, in the 
part of Western Europe where disorder seemed almost tending 
to dissolution, society gradually reconstructed itself on the 
scaffolding of partial order which we call the feudal system. 
I shall show how the Church, strong in its intellectual pre- 
dominance, and gaining an intenser corporate life from its 
successful struggle with disintegrating forces within and 
without, made its great attempt to bring Western Europe 
under ecclesiastical domination ; and I shall point out how 
the theocratic type of government — of which Aristotle 
knows nothing — is thus manifested, for the first time 
in the historically known part of the process of develop- 
ment that we are studying. I shall further show how, 
in the secular sphere, the political importance of the dis- 
tinction between “ city ” and “ country ” grows within the 
medieval nation as it advances in civilisation ; and I shall 
compare with the city-state of old Greece, based on slavery, 
the industrial town community of the Middle Ages which 
reached practical independence in Germany and Italy ; in 
which mechanic labour rose first to freedom and then to 
dignity and power. 

Then I shall show how the growth of the modern nation 
into completer unity from the imperfect cohesion of the 
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feudal system, wMe it added power and prestige to mon- 
arcliy as tlie source and bond of national unity and order, 
also produced those assemblies of estates which for a time 
seem destined to develop into stable organs of constitu- 
tional government ; then we shall have to observe how 
almost everywhere this fair promise was blighted — chiehy 
through the insuperable disunion of the different estates ’’ 
represented in these assemblies ; untU, over the greater part 
of Western Europe, pure monarchy comes to be established 
and accepted as the form of government best adapted to an 
orderly and civilised country-state. We shall also note the 
exceptional conditions which caused federal and republican 
institutions to come into being and flourish in the small but 
important communities of Holland and Switzerland, 

I purpose at this point to pass, in a brief and summary 
way, from the region of political fact to that of political 
thought, and trace down from the Roman jurists the move- 
ment of ideas which led toward the close of the eighteenth 
century to the passionate demand for universal political 
liberty and eq[uality ; and which — in spite of the reaction 
which followed the first attempt to realise this demand in 
France — ^is yet one essential factor of the great process of 
change, belonging mainly to the nineteenth century, which 
has established the modern constitutional state throughout 
Western Europe. And along with this I shall ask you to 
contemplate the other essential factor of this great change, 
— the example of prosperous continuity of constitutional 
development which England alone among the greater West- 
Euiopean states has been privileged to exhibit, I shall also 
examine the origin, in the eighteenth century, of the individual- 
istic theory of the functions of government ; which, in com- 
bination with an analysis of the natural processes of 
production, distribution, and exchange of wealth, has formed 
the characteristically modern body of doctrine com m only 
known as Political Economy. 

Then, turning to the Western Continent, I shall briefly 
characterise the type of polity — ^varying importantly from 
the Euronean type — which colonial independence has 
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brought into existence there ; and shall examine the nature 
and working of the Federal system by which the great 
English colony in North America has maintained republican 
order for a century of independent life over a territory larger 
than Western Europe. Finally, surveying the whole history 
of European civilisation, I shall consider what forecast may 
be reasonably made as to its probable future development. 

It may perhaps be thought that this is a great deal of 
history to pack into so small a space. But it must be re- 
membered that we shall not be concerned with the particulars 
of history as such, but only with the general facts that these 
exemplify, I do not merely mean that we are not con- 
cerned with the personal and dramatic element of history — 
the careers of statesmen and generals, royal marriages and 
battles — ^but that for the most part we are not primarily 
concerned with the political development of any particular 
community, except as illustrating general causes and tend- 
encies. What we are concerned with is the general type 
of political society exemplified by a number of particular 
societies at a certain stage of development, the chief 
characteristics of the form and structure of this type, the 
changes that take place in it, and their causes. 

§ 6. At this point it may be well to consider a disturb- 
ing cause which it is important to take into account in 
making any such generalisations as to development, namely, 
imitation. 

For example, in modern Europe we cannot say that 
modern Parhamentary government, in the form of con- 
stitutional monarchy, ia an independent result of similar 
tendencies of development in Italy, Belgium, Spain, and the 
Scandinavian kingdoms, where it is now established ; it is 
obvious to the most superficial student of history that the 
similarity now existing among the forms of government in 
these different countries is largely due to imitation, direct 
or indirect, of England ; and the present English form of 
government is itself the result of a continuous development 
of Parliamentary institutions from medieval to modern 
times which is nearly if not quite unique in European 
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history. When with this in our mind we study more 
ancient periods of history, we cannot but feel that a large 
allowance must be made for direct imitation in considering 
the probable causes of the prevalence of a particular type 
of poUty at a particular stage of development among states 
in active mutual communication, as (e,j,) Greek city-states 
mostly were.^ 

We ni;ist allow a large place for such imitation, even 
when we have no direct proof of it. At the same time 
the effect of imitation does not deprive the generalisations, 
which we obtain by comparing the political institutions 
of different states, of all substantial value. For from the 
very fact that a certain form of government spreads by 
imitation, we may infer that there was a strong tendency 
in the states adopting it towards a governmental form 
of this kmd : that similar needs or desires of change had 
come to be predominantly felt, owing to certain general 
causes, in these different countries, even though the pre- 
cise form adopted may he due to its having been previ- 
ously realised in the single state that gives the model for 
imitation. Thus it is reasonable to suppose that the Weat- 
European states generally would have moved in the direc- 
tion of popular government in the nineteenth century, even 
ff the history of England had not had the unique gradual 
development of representative institutions which has actually 
distinguished it ; and it is a probable supposition that they 
would have had a legislature constructed, in whole or in 
part, on the representative principle, considering the obvious 
material difficulties of arranging government directly by the 
people at large in states of the size of France or Spain ; 
considering also that aU the West - European countries 
except Italy had had — ^from causes which we shall hereafter 
investigate — ^medieval representative assemblies of estates 
more or less similar to the Enghsh Parhament in the 
Middle Ages. But it would be rash to affirm that had 
there been no British constitution to imitate, the West- 

1 1’reeman has noticed this diaturhing efiect of imitation in his Qom'parative. 
PolitT ’ 
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Euxopean states generally would have had two-chambered 
legislatures. For example, in such a country as France, if 
the constitution-makers had been influenced by modern 
ideas, they might easily have thought that a sufficient com- 
plexity was introduced into the supreme government, by 
the due separation and balance of legislative executive and 
judicial powers, without complicating matters further by a 
two-chambered legislature. Or again, in countries where 
there had been no such sweeping away of old institutions 
as occurred in France, there might have been a revival of 
the medieval division of estates, leading to a threefold or 
even fourfold division of parliament : as in fact occurred ia 
Sweden where the four estates — nobles, clergy, burghers, 
and peasants — deliberated for most purposes separately from 
A.D. 1810 to 1866. 

Nor again, apart from the influence of the English 
model, is there any reason to suppose that we should have 
found, as we do find in several — ^though not in all — ^West- 
Europeau states, the peculiar form of government which 
Bagehot has called Cabinet government, i.e, government in 
which the supreme executive functions are entrusted to what 
is really a committee of the legislature, practically dismissable 
at any time by a majority of the representative assembly, if 
supported by a majority of the electorate, 

I may illustrate this view — -that imitation, in the de- 
velopment of political institutions, may be taken to imply 
a tendency, apart from imitation, to produce something hke 
the type imitated, or at least conditions favourable to its 
maintenance — ^by compariug the two leading cases of city- 
states in Creek history, which afford, one a positive, one S. 
negative example. 

We all know that in the best known and most brilliant 
century and a half of Greek history— from the repulse of 
Persia 480 b.o. to the submission to Macedonia 326 B.c. — 
Athens and Sparta are the two leading states ; and that, in 
the struggle between the principles of oligarchy and de- 
mocracy that was going on during this period in other city- 
states of Greece, Athens was, speakrng broadly, on the side 
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of democracy, and Sparta on the side of oligarchy. In fact, 
Aristotle complains that both these states used their pre- 
dominant position to establish oligarchies and democracies 
respectively in other states under their influence, not out 
of any consideration for the interests of the states in 
question, but simply for their own imperial interest/’ ^ 
We shall therefore be disposed, in tracing the develop- 
ment of democracy in the Greelc city-states generally, to 
regard imitation of Athens as a probably important factor, 
though we do not know enough details to say with any 
precision how far it ^operated. But — and this is my 
negative example — ^it is clear that there was almost no 
attempt to imitate Sparta ; for, as we shall see,^ though 
Sparta was in policy on the side of oligarchy elsewhere, her 
government was not, in the view of ancient thinkers, one 
that should be classified as an oligarchy, though it had 
oligarchical elements. And this is all the more remarkable, 
because the ideal polity, which the most eminent political 
thinkers were led to construct by theic view of the conditions 
of human well-beiag, bore a much closer resemblance to the 
actual polity of Sparta than to the actual polity of Athens. 
That is, in the ideal polity of Plato (in his latest work) and 
of Aristotle the citizens in a strict sense would he a class 
from which industrial elements were carefully excluded, 
living on the produce of lands tilled by serfs, and carefully 
trained for the military function, as was the case in Sparta, 
But in spite of the prestige of Sparta in the world of fact, 
and the influence of Plato and Aristotle in the world of 
thought, almost no tendency is discernible either to imitate 
the actual Spartan polity, or to realise the ideal state of the 
philosophers. This is a striking evidence that imitation 
only takes place when the type imitated is one in harmony 
with the general tendencies of political development in the 
states imitating. 

Still, generally speaking, it remains true that when 
imitation has been a factor in a general change in the form 
of polity of a number of states, it is very difficult, if not 
^ Pol. VI, (iv.) ii, 18. ^ Lecture v. pp. 76-80. 
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impossible, to say how much of the detail of the change has 
been due to the result of the peculiar development of the 
polity that serves as the modeL 

Imitation, in short, will not explain everything, but it 
will explain a good deal. This being so, it is important, in 
endeavouring to ascertain the laws of political develop- 
ment, that we should get all the instruction we can from a 
comparison of analogous oases, in which the similarj^ties that 
we are able to trace cannot reasonably be attributed to 
imitation. It is the desire to bring this comparison into 
due prominence which has in fact determined the ground 
plan of my book. For the unique course of European 
history contains within itself several different series of 
developments of polity, having, as I have already indicated, 
a certain analogy with each other, and thus affording 
material for mutual comparison, while to a great extent 
independent. There is first that between the development of 
the ancient city-states and the country-states of Western 
Europe. But the development of Roman polity is so 
different in detail from Greek, that a large place cannot be 
given to direct imitation of Greece in explaining its causes, 
though this must not be overlooked. We may, therefore, 
treat the development of the Greek city-state and the 
Roman city-state as almost independent. The develop- 
ment of the modern country- state thus affords a third 
series ; and we find a fourth, to which I have already 
referred, in the development of the medieval cities. 

It may be observed that of these four different series of 
changing types of polity, three are so closely connected that 
they form one history in which the later stages are causally^ 
connected with the earlier. From the beginnings of Rome to 
the Roman Empire, from this to the partially incoherent 
medieval kingdoms in which the partially independent 
medieval cities develop, and from these to modern European 
states, we have a continuous process, in which we cannot 
find a break except arbitrarily. So far I agree with 
Freeman as to “ ancient and modern history. This is 
« tiift history of Greece ; still, the 
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history of Greece has had an important influence both on 
Eoman and on modern history, though its influence, here as 
in other departments, has been primarily in the region of 
thought ; it has been exercised by supplying political ideas, 
and not by handing on actual political institutions and 
habits. 

At the same time, it is not for this reason only that the 
development of the Greek city-state has an indispensable 
place among the different series of developments of which I 
have just spoken. It is an essential part of my plan to 
study the phases through which the type of state I have 
called “ city-state ” has shown a tendency to pass. This is 
the type which, when we concentrate attention on the 
highest forms of civilised polity, is not only first in order of 
time, but for reasons which I shall afterwards explain, prior 
in order of political development. Now if this type is studied 
at all, it is indispensable to study it in Greece. The develop- 
ment of Borne is fox special reasons unique — it is the one case 
of a city-state expanding into an imperial country-state ; and 
the medieval cities are not perfectly independent, even in 
Italy, where they are most nearly independent. 

§ 7. I have spoken in the summary survey above given, 
sometimes of political society or state, and sometimes 
of ‘‘ nation.” Before we proceed further, it will be well to 
examine more carefully the meaning and relations of these 
terms. As I have already explained, I generally use “ state ” 
and “ political society ” as convertible terms, except that I con- 
fine the term state ” to societies that have made a certain 
advance in political civilisation. But we should observe 
•that the word state ” is sometimes used in a narrower 
sense, to denote a political society considered as being what 
jurists call an “ artificial person,” and as such, having rights 
and duties distinct from the rights and duties of the indi- 
viduals comprising it. I shall allow myself, where there is 
no danger of ambiguity, to use the word in this narrower 
sense without further explanation : and I think we may 
define the degree of civilisation which a political society 
must have reached in order to be properly called a '' state,” 
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partly by tlds characteristic : — ^that it must have arrived at 
a clear consciousness of this fundamental distinction between 
the rights and obligations of the community in its corporate 
capacity, and those of the individuals conaprising it. In the 
primitive tribal condition of out Germanic ancestors and 
other uncivilised and semi-civilised peoples, this distinGtion 
is still obscure. 

further, it belongs to oui ordinary ^ conception of a State 
that the political society so called should be attached to a 
particular part of the earth’s surface : and should have a 
generally admitted claim to determine the legal rights and 
obligations of the persons inhabiting this portion^ whether 
they are members of the society or not. This is so much the 
case that we sometimes use the word state ” to designate 
the portion of the earth’s surface thus claimed. 

I have so far treated the “ unity ” of a state as depend- 
ing solely on the fact that its members obey a common 
government. And I do not think that any other bond is 
essentially implied in the conception of a state. Still, it 
should be recognised that a political society, whose members 
have no consciousness of any ties uniting them independently 
of their obedience to government, can hardly have the cohe- 
sive force necessary to resist the disorganising shocks and 
jars which external wars and internal discontents are likely 
to cause from time to time. If a political society is to be 
in a stable and satisfactory condition, its members must 
have — ^what members of the same state sometimes lack — a 
consciousness of belonging to one another, of being members 
of one body, over and above what they derive from the 
mere fact of being under one government ; and it is only 
when I conceive them as having this consciousness that I 
regard the state as heing also a ^‘nation.” According to 
the generally accepted ideal of modem political thought 
a state ought certainly to be also a nation; still we can- 
not say that the characteristic of being a nation is com- 

1 If a political fiooiet7 ^rere to leave its territory and establish itself in neTv^ 
lands, it might be held to have remained the same State duiing and after the 
f.TftTiHition : but the point would, I think, be doubtful. 
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monly implied in the current use of the term “ state ” or 

political society.’’ What is commonly implied is merely 
(1) that the aggregate of human beings thus denoted is 
united — if in no other way — ^by the fact of ackaowledging 
permanent obedience to a common government, and having, 
through the permanence of the relations between govern- 
ment and governed, a corporate life distinguishable from the 
lives of^ its members ; (2) that the government exercises 
control over a certain portion of the earth’s surface ; and (3) 
that the society has a not inconsiderable number of members, 
though the number cannot be definitely statedd 

These characteristics are found by analysing our present 
conception of a state. But i£ by the aid of the comparative 
method we retrace the history of political society up the 
stream of development — ^asstuning that the less developed- 
precedes the more developed — these characteristics seem to 
become gradually dim and evanescent. Number dwindles : 
we get back to a clan not easily distinguishable from an 
enlarged family ; relation to land becomes loose, the clan 
being a wandering horde of gregarious shepherds or hunters ; 
the relation of government and governed becomes only 
faintly discernible. The recognised chief does not make 
laws ; the horde follows inherited customs, hut there is no 
magistrate who punishes disobedience ; if the chief were 
to issue commands — at least in time of peace — there 
is little probability that they would be generally obeyed. 
Ultimately, we come back to gregarious groups in which 
nothing that we can call definite headship is to be dis- 
cerned. Hence arises a certain difficulty in commencmg 
the investigation of the development of political society : 
since if we try to begin at the beginning, as seems 
natural, we have to begin in almost utter darkness. If 
we are right to infer that our own political society has 
descended by direct filiation from a group of the most 

^ Usually tile government of a ” state is understood to be independent 
of external control ; but we also apply tbe term to governed societies that 
lack tins charaGteristic, being members of a federal union, or dependencies 
of a doTYiir^Tit Stn-te, 
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politically undeveloped type — a question which I do not 
now consider — a long part ol the process of develop- 
ment must have taten place in prehistoric times. When 
the light of history first falls upon the societies to which 
the modern European State can be definitely traced, they 
have all a distinct and complex political organisation ; any 
inquiry into the first origin of political society carries us 
beyond history proper into speculation, conjecture, ipference 
from analogy. It seems to me, therefore, best to begin with 
the first polity historically known, without aasunaing it to be 
original ; then, taldng our stand on this, to conjecture what 
preceded ; and then, by the light of history, to trace the 
course of subsequent development. 



LECTUEE II 

THE BEGINNINGS OE HISTOEIO POLITY 

§ 1. In tke preceding Lecture I have explained the method 
and objects of this course. What we are to study is the 
process of development leading up to the modem state. The 
modern state is a constitutional state ; and accordingly, in 
viewing European history as a process leading up to it, we are 
concerned primarily with the history of constitutions ; and, 
having this limited object in view, we may, in the main, keep 
within the history of three branches of the Indo-Gormanic 
group of nations. We may concentrate attention upon (1) 
Greece, (2) Eome with her empire — especially the western 
part, — and (3) the Germanic tribes that broke up and trans- 
formed the Western Empire, and whose political development 
was in its turn reacted upon and largely modified by the new 
conditions that their conquest brought about in this trans- 
formed empire. 

At the outset it is important to observe that, divergent as 
are the lines of development of Gieco-Italian and Teutonic 
civilisation, they yet are not so far apart in their begin- 
nings, When we compare the earliest forms of political 
society in Greece, Eome, and Germany, as the best at- 
tainable evidence shows them, we find — among important 
differences — a certain agreement in general features. 
Indeed, according to Freeman, there is one form of 
government which, under various modifications, is set 
before us in the earliest glimpses which we get of the 
political life of at least all the European members of 
the Aryan family. This is that of the single king or 
chief, &st ruler in peace, first captain in war, but ruling 
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not by Ms own arbitrary will, but with the advice of a 
council of chiefs eminent for age or birth or personal exploits, 
and further bringing all matters of special moment fox the 
final approval of the general Assembly of the whole people. 
... It is the form of government which wc see painted 
in our first picture of European life in the songs of Homer. 
... It is the form of goverimaent which tradition sets 
before us as the earliest form of that ancient Latin con- 
stitution out of which grew, first the Commonwealth, and 
then the Empire of Rome. It is no less the form of govern- 
ment which we see in the first picture of our race drawn for 
us by the hand of Tacitus, and in the glimpses given us by 
our own native annals of the first days of our own branch 
of that race when they made their way into this island in 
which we dwell.’’ ^ 

I think that this view contains an important element 
of truth somewhat overstated ; accordingly, in the present 
lecture I propose to examine in order the three leading 
oases on wMch Freeman’s generalisation is based, observing 
differences as weU as resemblances. 

But in what order shall we examine them ? This 
question leads me to the first qualification of Freeman’s 
statement that I have to offer : vi 2 :. that the different early 
nations whose political condition we have to compare can- 
not be assumed to be — when we take the earliest condition 
historically ascertainable in each case- — at corresponding 
stages of development. I observe that at the close of the 
sketch of the original Roman constitution, in Mommsen’s 6th 
chapter, that historian expressly says that this earliest 
recognisable political order of the Roman community — ^the 
constitution, as he conceives it to have existed before the 
reforms of Servius Tullius — later by an indefinitely long 
course of political development than the stage which is 
shown us in the Homeric poems, or in Tacitus’s account of 
the Germans. Accepting this view, we have a striking 
illustration of that divergence wHch I before noted between 
the chronological order of political facts, which ordinary 

1 OonimraU'^ie, Politicaf Lect. n. pp. 66, 66. 
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Idstoxy follows, and the order of development which political 
science aims at tracing. From the point of view of political 
science the Germans of Tacitus {i.e, of the first century A.n.) 
are to be considered as earlier than the Romans some six 
centuries before : nearer the point of departure of the 
process of development that we are trying to trace. 

Can we similarly decide between the two remaining cases ? 
Can we say which is earliest in development, the political 
institutiftns of the Greeks as Homer shows them to us, or 
of the Germans as Tacitus shows them ? Here the pre- 
liminary objection may occur that the whole comparison 
is on too uncertain ground. It may be said that such 
poetic narratives as Homer’s cannot furnish evidence of the 
historic existence of a form of political society or a state of 
civilisation : for (1) they are not evidence of the character- 
istics of tiie age in which the poems were written, since the 
poet is describing a heroic past ; and (2) they are not 
trustworthy evidence of the characteristics of that past, since 
we cannot attribute to the poet antiquarian knowledge. 
There is some force in the dilemma, especially where the 
powers, glories, and rewards of heroic personages are 
concerned. Still I think it would be carrying scepticism 
too far to doubt that the indications incidentally given 
of political institutions, social customs, and industrial 
arts — when they are clearly not introduced to heighten 
the impressiveness of the story — on the whole ^ show us 
Greek civilisation as the poet or poets knew it by experience. 
And if so we may conclude that the Greeks for whom the 
Homeric poems were composed were on a decidedly higher 
level of general civilisation than the Germans of Tacitus ; ^ as 
possessing walled towns, vineyards, and olive-grounds care- 
fully cultivated, and luxurious palaces for their chiefs ; 
importing if not producing works of art similar in technique 

1 In one or two cases the poet’s language suggests that he is consciously 
describing a practice outgrown, and oflensive to the sentiments of his own 
age ; — when ho describes the sacrifice of twelve Trojan youths on the 
funeral pyre of Tatroclus. 

2 The Germans, according to Tacitus, sacrificed prisoners of war, Annais, 
1 61 . 
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to the shield of Achilles ; and, last but not least, producing 
the poems themselves. Hence we shall not bo surprised 
to find them at a more advanced stage of political 
development. 

§ 2. Let UB begin, then, with the department of facts 
chronologically latest, the primitive German constitution, 
on which Tacitus is our chief authority. In the political 
institutions of German tribes, as described by Tacitus, we 
can certainly find ^e three elements of Preemarr’s Indo- 
Germanic polity, '^here is the assembly of freemen in 
aims, meeting periodically ; there are the prindpes or chiefs 
of the smaller districts that make up the territory of the 
tribe, who administer justice in these districts, usually lead 
their fighting men in war, and act as a council to prepare 
the business for the national assembly. And there is, in 
some tribes, the superior chief or king ; not strictly hereditary, 
but always chosen from a noble family ; — and we may infer 
from other e^dence that often only members of one family 
are eligible-/ 

But when we compare the accounts of Tacitus with the 
description of the Germans given by Oasaar in his book on 
Gaul, we are struck with a curious fact, which the ordinary 
account of this primitive polity as “ patriarchal kingship ^ 
ignores. the brief glimpses of German institutions 
which Caesar shows, we can see no kingship at all in the 
tribe or civitas. In peace, he tells us, there is no common 
magistracy : the chiefs of the districts into which the 
tribe is divided administer justice among their people : a 
common magistracy is only formed when the tribe is at 
war. ^ And even in the time of Tacitns, a century and 
half later, kingship — permanent headship of the whole tribe 
— ^would seem to have been only developed in a certain 
number of cases. n/As Dr. Stubbs says, a very large pro- 
portion of the tribes dispensed altogether with royalty : the 
state or civitas was a sufficient centre, and the tie of nation- 
ality a sufficient bond of cohesion.^’v^ 

^ See for instance Bluntschli, Theory of iM Book vi. chaps, vii, viii. 

* Gon^iiHtional History j chap. ii. § 15 . 
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Thus the earliest movement of change traceable in the 
development of the German polity seems to be a movement 
towards kingship — meaning by l^gship permanent head- 
ship of the tribe, hereditary generally in a family. And 
subsequent history confirms this ; kingship spreads more 
and more ; we see it deliberately introduced where it did 
not previously exist : we find it normal in the larger bodies 
that effected the conquest of the Eoman Empire ; at length 
the Saxons and Frisians in their native Germany seem to 
be the only Germanic nations without it, and the )Saxon 
invaders of England, though they appear on the scene 
without it, soon adopt it.^ 

This being so, it seems rash to follow Freeman in 
regarding a defibhte threefold distribution of powers as a 
primitive Indo-Germanio institution and an “ inheritance 
from the time when Greeks, Eomans, and Teutons lived 
together : since, as regards the trihe^ the earliest evidence 
shows us an absence of kingship among the Germans in 
Germany : and there seems to be no ground for assuming a 
definite triplicity of governmental organs in each of the 
smaller groups into which the kingless tribe is distributed. 
In the tribes that have kings there are, no doubt, the three 
elements clearly distinguishable. But in any case the supreme 
authority in the Germanic tribe appears from the account of 
Tacitus to reside in the assembly of free warriors. I may 
conveniently show this by a quotation® from Dr. Stubbs's 
summary of this account, as Dr. Stubbs has certainly no 
undue bias in favour of a democratic interpretation of the 
institutions of our ancestors : “ Under both systems the 
central power was wielded by the national assemblies. 
These were held at fixed times, generally at the new or full 
moon. There was no distinction of place : all were free, all 
appeared in arms. Silence was proclaimed by the priests, 
who had for the time the power of enforcing it. Then the 
debate was opened by some one who had a personal claim 
to be heard, the king, or a princeps (local chieftain), or 

^ Gf. Ofcto Gierkfl, Pas d&zitscke Genosse7isc]i^ftsrec?ity pt. i, § 6. 

2 ConstUidional History ^ ohap. ii. § 10. 

TY 
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one whose age, nobility, military glory ox eloquence entitled 
liim to rise. He took the tone of pexauasion, never that 
of command. Opposition was expressed by loud shouts; 
assent by the shaking of spears ; enthusiastic applause by 
the clash of spear and shield/’ 

“ Of matters of deliberation the more important were 
transacted in the full assembly at which all the free men 
were entitled to be present* But the business was canvassed 
and arranged by the principes before it was pre^iented for 
national determination ; and matters of less import and 
ordinary routine were dispatched in the limited gather- 
ings of the magistrates.” The assembly also “ acted as a 
high court of justice, heard complaints and issued capital 
sentences ” ; and in the time of Tacitus the magistrates for 
the administration of justice ” in the districts and villages 
seem to have been elected in it, 

§ 3. When we turn to Homeric Greece, we find that the 
polity wears a decidedly more monarchical aspect : every 
tribe appears to have a s ingle hea d-chief,, though, in the 
Odyssey at least, the same title that is applied to him 
(“ Basileus ”) is also used to denote the subordinate chiefs, 
whom Tacitus calls principes to distinguish them from the 
recc.^ Still, among the various chiefs that a Homeric tribe 
(in the Odyssey) may have, there is normally one highest 
chief or king, whose office descends ordinarily though 
not necessarily by inheritance to one of his children. When 
a suitor says to Telemachus that it belongs to him as 
heir of his father to be king of Ithaca, Telemachus answers 
modestly that there are “many other Achsean chiefs” in 
Ithaca, and that some one of these may hold sway jf 
Odysseus is dead. It seems clear from the tone of ^ this 
discussion that Telemachus is considered to have a certain 
claim ; but that the claim may be overruled.® Similarly, 
in the primitive Germanic constitution, the right of the 

^ Tac. C?em, 11. In the I3iad the title is never, I believe, 

expressly applied to any one viio is not either head of a or son of such a 

head. This is one of the points in which the political conceptions of the 
Iliad-^or the older portions of it — appear to diifer from those of the Odyssey. 

2 Od. i. 394. 
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people to elect their king is ordinarily combined with a 
hereditary claim to be elected, belonging to members of one 
family. 

There is, then, in the Homeric tribe a central king 
normally hereditary, who, like the German, king, in time of 
peace has the function of deciding disputes of right among 
the tribesmen, and protecting them from violent wrong ; who 
represents the community in its external relations, receives 
ambassadors and entertains strangers ; and who in time of 
war is the normal leader of the host. Along with him the 
subordinate chiefs or elders form a council like the German 
'princi'pes : — and we may observe that, Idee the German chiefs, 
they are in the habit of settling their afEairs at a banquet.^ 

Further, there is no doubt that general assemblies of 
the people are customarily summoned for the discussion of 
matters of public importance ; but there is a serious difierence 
of opinion, among authorities of repute, as to the political 
function of such assemblies. 

According to Grote^ the Homeric assembly of freemen, 
and the Homeric council of chiefs, are exhibited . . . 
as opportunities for advising the kmg, and media for 
promulgating his intentions to the people, rather than as 
restraints upon his authority . . . the king promulgates 
his intentions. . > . But in the Homeric agora no division 
of aflBrmative or negative voices ever takes place, nor is any 
formal resolution ever adopted. ... It is an assembly for 
talk, communication, and discussion to a certain extent by 
the chiefs . . . but here its ostensible purposes end. . . , 
The multitude who compose it are listening and acquiescent, 
mot often hesitating, and never refractory,’’ 

In answer to this it is urged, with undeniable force, 
by Freeman and by Gladstone, that formal resolu- 
tions and divisions are refinements that belong to a 
later stage of political civilisation ; that we do not even 

^ Political dirmors are very primitive institutions. De pace ao hollo 
plorumcj^ue in conviviis consultant,” says Ui'acitus. “ Give the chiefs a 
dinner ” — suggests Nestor to Agamemnon at the crisis caused by Achilles* 
wrath. 

® History of Greece, Part i. chap. xx. (vol. ii. pp. 90, 92, 97, lat ed.). 
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find them in the Germanic assembly of armed freemen, 
with which the real decision of peace and war, and other 
important matters clearly rested. If they disapprove of a 
proposal/^ says Tacitus, ^'they indicate their rejection by 
murmurs and groans (fremitus ) ; if they approve, they clash 
spears.'* ^ Now the Homeric Greeks certainly 'appear to 
refrain from noisy dissent ; but in the Iliad (ix. 29, 50) 
disapprobation of Agamemnon’s proposal finds elective 
expression in silence, followed by loud applause oi' a speaker 
on the opposite side. It is evident that the speakers in the 
Homeric assembly have the business of persuading, and that 
persuasive eloquence is most important to them. The 
assembly, no less than the battlefield, is a place where 
heroes win glory : ^ and even a man poor in presence, if he 
has the gift of oratory, “shines in the gathering of his 
people, and as he passes through the town men gaze on him 
as a god.” ^ The assembly therefore is much more than a 
mere means of announcement ; and where public speaking is 
an instrument of public policy, there, as Gladstone and 
Freeman say, is the real essence of liberty. 

It is evident, again, that the Trojan assembly {II. xviii. 311) 
is held by the poet to be gravely responsible for applauding 
the bad advice of Hector, instead of the good counsel of 
Polydamas ; and the Ithacan assembly (Od. xvi. 375) is 
credited with the power of driving the suitors of Penelope 
from Ithaca, as a punishment of their plot to slay 
Telemachua. And, though it is difficult to say how far the 
king could, in accordance with custom, decide without ox 
even against the advice of council or assembly — since 
doubtless the distribution of functions among the thrse 
organs was uncertain and fluctuating — it is clear that some 
public acts were not within the limits of his authority. 
Thus we hear several times ^ of a domain (rejiavo^) cut out 
of public land to be held in severalty by some hero as a 
reward for conspicuous public service, but it is never said 
to be assigned by the authority of the king : — ^for instance, 

1 Tao. Qerm. 11. * Compare II i. 490, and iv. 225, 

9 Od. vijii 172. * See Jl vi. 194, he. 57S, xx. 184. 
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after Belleroplion’s exploits in Lycia, tlie hing gives 
him “ half of all the ro^al honour ; but it is the 
Lycians who mete him a domain fair with vineyards and 
tilth/’ 1 

I think, therefore, that we might infer from Homer alone 
that in the earliest discernible form of Greek political 
society the assembly of freemen held a position bearing 
some analogy to that of the German Assembly ; — ^though 
certainly, in the society that Homer describes, the chief 
appears to be politically more and the common people 
less than in the Germanic society described by Tacitus. 

And this general conclusion may he further supported by 
evidence drawn from poat-Homeric Greece ; which illustrates 
again how, in tracing by means of induction and comparison 
the general course of political development, we have to neglect 
chronology. I mean we have to put together as parallel, politi- 
cal conditions of difEerent states, separated by long intervals 
of time ; and on the other hand consider the simultaneous 
conditions of difEerent countries as separated by long inter- 
vals of development. We must not indeed carry this 
neglect of chronology too far ; for a people in low develop- 
ment, living in communication with a more civilised one, is 
likely to catch by the contact some elements of civilisation, 
and thus become socially more advanced in some ways than 
a people at a generally similar stage of development who 
lived long before them in time. So far, however, as this 
influence on contemporary civilisation afiects the balance of 
political forces in a primitive society like the one we are 
considering, it is hardly likely to favour the power of the 
general assembly of freemen ; since the chiefs, from their 

^ Jl. vi. 196. In the story of Meleager {It ix. 678), the offer of a 
is made by “ the elders,” not by the Icing ; probably the offer would have 
req^uired ratification by the assembly. 

It may be obseiwed that the Homeric king’s revenue appears to be regarded 
as public revenue, which he is customarily bound to employ largely for public 
purposes ; thus the chieftains entertained by Agamemnon are said to drink 
at the public cost.” — It xvii. 249. On the other hand, he has a right to exact 
from tho tribesmen contributions towards any exceptional expense, — sueh as 
that entailed by hospitality towards Btrangers. 
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wealth and position, are likely to anticipate the masses in 
civilisation, and thereby to increase their predominance. 
This seems to be the case with the kings ol Macedonia 
when it becomes prominent in Greek history here, 
indeed, the royal family claims to belong by laco to the 
more civilised neighbours. When, therefore, in spite of 
this source of superiority, we learn from the historians of 
Alexander that the powers of the Macedonian king were 
constitutionally limited ; that, in particular, capital punish- 
ment could not be inflicted except with the assent of the 
army in war, the assembly in peace ; when we find that, 
even under so towering and triumphant a monarch as 
Alexander, the Macedonian army in Asia retains this right, 
and actually acquits Macedonians accused before it by 
Alexander himself, we certainly obtain some confirmation 
for I'reeman’s parallel between the primitive political 
positions of the Teutonic and Greek assemblies of freemen 
in arms. 

But the Macedonian constitution is only known to us 
by vague general statements and inferences from isolated 
events. More important evidence is furnished by one of 
the moat interesting of the historic constitutions of Greece 
— the ao-oalled Lycurgean constitution of Sparta. I think 
we may assume (1) that the Dorian tribes who conquered 
Peloponnesus were in a more primitive condition, socially 
and politically, than the people whom they subdued ; and 
(2) that in the so-called Lycurgean constitution we have, 
to a great extent, this original condition artificially preserved 
and rendered uniquely stable. Through a process of change 
now undisooverable — ^^vhich tradition has concentrated and* 
attached to the name of Lycurgus, — ^the natural pximi- 
tiveness of life and warlike hahits of an invading horde 
were somehow petrified into the artificial simplicity and 
hardiness and traclitional martial art of an elaborately 
trained caste c^^soldiers. Now if we take the old Spartan 
constitution (le^vfng out the Board of five ephors or super- 
visors, which, as the best authorities agree, was a later 
addition), we find its main features those of Freeman’s primi- 
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tive Indo-Germanic polity ; and, in particular, in respect of 
the powers of the assembly, it has a more striking re- 
semblance to the German polity described by Tacitus than 
anything we find in Homer. It was the duty of the kings 
(I abstract from the peculiarity of the dual kingship of 
Sparta, which need not now detain us) to call the citizens 
together once a month at least, on the day of the full moon, 
in a fixed place in the valley of the Eurotas. This assembly, 
like the Germanic one, is a martial muster of the freemen 
in arms : decisions of peace and war, treaties, and other 
important matters of state are laid before it for decision, 
just as before the Germanic assembly of Tacitus. In neither 
case does the ordinary freeman take part in debate ; but 
tbe assembly has to accept or reject the proposals laid 
before it ; and even down to the time of Thucydides, as 
that historian tells us, the decision of a Spartan, as of a 
Germanic, assembly was expressed by the shout, and not by 
a formal vote. 

Putting all the evidence together, I think we may 
reasonably suppose that the customary distribution of power 
between chiefs and common freemen varied considerably in 
different parts of Greece ; and that where more primitive 
social conditions survived — as in the mountainous region 
from which the conquering Dorians came — the independence 
of the common freeman, and the collective power of the 
assembly of freemen, was greater than in the more civilised 
parts. In connection with this it is important to notice 
the military equipment and mode of fighting of the 
chiefs ; for during almost the whole period of development 
Comprised in ancient history differences in military equip- 
ment and organisation have an important correspond- 
ence to political differences. Thus we may assume that 
wherever Greek chiefs and nobles fought like Homer’s 
heroes from war-chariots, their political superiority to the 
loosely arranged common herd was decidedly greater than 
that of the Teutonic chiefs, who marched to battle on foot 
with their fellow-tribesmen. I do not, however, think it 
certain that this manner of fighting ever prevailed widely 
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among the Greeks in Europe ; ^ since war-ohaiiota are 
albogetliex unsuited to tke momitamoas country that occupied 
so large a part of Greece proper. In any case, wo may 
assume tkat the Dorians won tlieir victories in Peloponnesus 
mainly by means of the infantry wbicb constituted tlieir 
principal arm of warfare in historic times : and the military 
importance thus attaching to the common Dorian freeman 
would tend to sustain his political position. On the other 
hand, we may fairly :^egard the huge walls of great stone 
blocks, the magnificent graves with gold treasures, and the 
remains of palaces at Mycenae and Tiryns as evidence that 
the Greek chieftains in Peloponnesus, before the Dorian 
invasions, surpassed in dignity and power their counterparts 
either in the Germany of Tacituses time, or in the ruder 
parts of Greece. 

As xcgardvS judicial functions especially, there seems to 
be a decided divergence between the primitive Gerniardc 
polity and the earliest Icnown Greek polity. In the 
Germanic constitution the function of declaring justice — 
so far as controversies of right arc not settled by private 
conflict and compromise, or by arbitration — seems to belong 
essentially to the freemen, assembled cither nationally or 
locally; the function of the king or local chief being to 
preside at the trial and enforce the decision. But, though 
in Homeric Greece the judicial decision was given in the 
Agora among the citizens at large, there is no evidence to 
show that the freemen generally took any part in the decision 
in ordinary cases. We may, however, infer from what has 
been said above of Macedonia, that the assembled freemen 
had the ultimate decision in capital cases, as seems t<5 
have been the case in Home when the condemned persons 
appealed : it is on general grounds probable that — in 
Greece as elsewhere — the primitive gathering of armed 
men which formed the political assembly was at first 
the judicial body also, for important matters of criminal 
justice. 

Turning /tb consider briefly the primitive Roman con- 

^ *111016 are traces of i+ n.Ticipnt in 'P- i+i nnd 
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stitution as delineated by Mommsen, we jSnd again the three 
elements of Freeman’s primitive polity definitely and vigor- 
ously marked. There is, firstly, the king ; ^ secondly, there is 
the council of fathers,” which has the customary right of 
giving counsel to the king, and is the ultimate depositary 
of royal power when the king dies ; thirdly, there is the 
assembly, having at least three fundamental xesemblancevS with 
the primitive Teutonic or Spartan assembly. It (1) meets (at 
least) on fi^ed days ; (2) its consent has to be obtained for 
measures of great national importance, fox an offensive 
war, or for a change in the common law ” or customary 
rule of civic relations ; (3) the assembly has only to say 
yes ” or “ no ” ; no speaking on proposals laid before it is 
allowed to private citizens. It is to be noted further, that 
an appeal seems to be customarily granted to the Roman 
assembly in cases of infliction of capital punishment. 

I have already observed that the polity thus broadly 
characterised is not to be regarded as peculiarly Indo- 
Gexmanic. Indeed, according to Mr. Spencer,^ we find a similar 
“ form of ruling agency ” among sundry Malayo-Polynesians, 
among the red men of North America, the Dravidian tribes of 
the Indian hiUs, the aborigines of Australia.” We are not, 
however, here concerned with this wider comparison, Mr. 
Spencer somewhat characteristically adds that “ govern- 
mental organisation could not possibly begin in any 
other way,” for no controlling force at first exists save 
that of *the aggregate wiU as manifested in the assembled 
horde.” But before we affirm this necessity it seems 
desirable to examine a widely accepted theory of the origin 
*of political society which appears to supply us with the 
controlling force required. I mean the patriarchal theory, 

^ There are some striking differences hotween Roman and Greek kings. 
The Roman king has no oloim to divine descent ; he is nominated either by 
his predecessor or by an ** infcorrox ” appointed by the senate ; but hia admini- 
strative power seems to go beyond that of the heroic king of Greece-*-in 
ttocordanco with the greater sternness and orderliness of the Roman character 
which we find also exhibited in the intensity in private law of the paternal 
authority. 

® Political InsUiuUonSi qh. v. § 464. 
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whicli gives^ as tte original force of cohesion in primitive 
political society, the habit of obedience of children to 
parents contirming as a habit of obedience to the chief who 
is regarded as father of the clan. This theory I propose to 
examine in the following lecture. 



LBCTUEE III 

THE PATRIAHCHAIi THEORY 

§ 1. Let me briefly sum up the results of tbe preceding lecture. 
In tbe primitive nation as exhibited to us by its earliest 
records in Greece and Eome, and in tbe German tribes so 
fax as tbey have a common permanent bead, vre find political 
functions distributed among three difierently constituted 
organs — tbe Jgng^^^supremc chief, a councflj)f subordinate 
c hiefs, or eld ers, and the assembly of fully qualified citizei^ 
which is, as I said, a martial miister of the freemen in arms. 
These three organs are found approximately similar in the 
difierent cases which we have compared ; and the distribution 
of functions among them in any one case has a broad re- 
semblance to its distribution in any other though we note 
important divergences in detail, and of course must not 
attribute to societies in this early stage any such precision 
and definiteness in division of functions as belongs to the 
constitutions of more civilised peoples. 

The main business of this course of lectures is to trace 
the subsequent process of development, through which this 
polity passes — a process growing clearer as civilisation pro- 
cesses and our records of past social and political conditions 
become more precise and trustworthy. But in the present 
lecture I want to look backward, instead of forward, into 
an obscurer region, and to see how far we can construct by 
the aid of conjecture a probable account of the process by 
which, the primitive polity was reached. 

The question of the origin of society was much 
debated in earlier stages of modem political thought, being 
supposed to have a practical importance which no one now 

4 ^ 



44 


development os EUROPj::.AN SOLirV 


LECT. 


attributes to it, Men, finding themselves in an organised 
society, paying habitual obedience to a certain govern- 
ment, asked why this obedience was due, and expected to 
find the answer in some theory as to how it originated: 
holding that knowledge of the origin of governmental 
authority would determine the legitimacy of the present 
claims of rulers to obedience from particular portions of 
manldnd. But this supposition of a connection between the 
original source of government and the present duty of obey- 
ing it, is now generally discarded ; in considering why we 
obey the ealabhahed government, wc commonly examine the 
probable efiects of obedience and resistance, — comparing the 
evils of oppression against the evdls of breaking up a settled 
order. So that the controversy between Locke and Klmer 
as to whether the authority of government was originally 
derived from the free consent of individuals previously 
independent, as Locke maintained, ox fi'om the natural 
authority of a fatlrer over his children and children's 
children, as Bilmer maintained, has ceased to have any 
more than a historic interest for us ; it is therefore easy 
for us to examine the probability of the alternative con- 
jectures with scientific impartiality* 

§ 2. But before launching ourselves into this dim region 
of conjecture, it is well to have clearly before our minds such 
knowledge, hearing on this question of origin, as is attainable 
from a study of less obscure parts of history. We want to 
guess how pohtical society originated in prehistoric ages ; to 
give ourselves the best chance of guessing right, it will be 
well to have before us the actually known modes of forming 
new political societies in historic times. 

Now we find that new states have been formed in 
historic times sometimes by aggregation and sometimes 
by division, and in either case sometimes by free consent 
and sometimes by force. Division has been in historic 
times a not infrequent cause ; — especially in earlier stages 
of development, in which the process that later becomes 
colonisation goes on in the rude form of sending off roving 
siwarms to seek new settlements. But when a new political 
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society is formed by division, it is obviously derived from a 
pre-existing society of tbe same kind; division therefore 
clearly cannot be tbe mode in which political societies were 
originally formed out of non-political. 

The case is otherwise with aggregation, which therefore 
requires closer attention. Aggregation by force, or conquest, 
is a most important cause of new political communities, 
after a certain stage of civilisation has been reached either 
by the conquering or the conquered community. But savage 
tribes at the lowest stages of development, though con- 
tinually at war, do not coalesce through conquest pure and 
simple ; the vanquished are exterminated or driven away, not 
absorbed — at least the captured males are exterminated, the 
women being perhaps saved for concubinage or domestic work. 
Thus we have no ground for regarding conquest as a factor 
in the very earliest formation of political societies ; — and 
indeed it would be difficult to conceive the formation of 
political societies out of non-political elements taking place 
in this way. 

On the other hand, we find in historic times several 
cases in which a mainly voluntary aggregation has formed 
a new political whole out of elements that have already 
a political organisation of a certain kind, though often 
one less developed. We find this process taking place 
at the earliest stage of history as well as at the latest. 
Most frequently, in early stages of development such com- 
bination takes place with a view to war, and lasts at first 
only as long as the war lasts. Thus — as I have mentioned 
— Cessar tells us that in his time the German tribes (cim- 
• tates) had only common chiefs in war time ; in peace, the 
smaller divisions (which he calls regimes or 'pagi) had 
separate chiefs who administered iustice and composed 
difierences. And for this condition of things analogies are 
easily foimd in all parts of the world.^ 

But wars in this stage are often so recurrent and serious 
that the advantage of union leads to its permanence. The 
German tribes of which Tacitus speaks appear to have all 
' Cf, Spencer, Political InsiituiioTiSf § 451, p. 298. 
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obtained this completer degree of internal cohesion : and, as 
we saw, have national assemblies at which the chiefs of 
the smaller districts are elected. Then, when we pass 
from the Germans whom Ca3sar and Tacitus knew to the 
Germans who overran the decaying empire four centuries 
later, we find a further progress in the same direction of 
change. 

It is not, however, only with a view to war and defence 
against foreign forces that this integration,” as Spencer 
calls it, takes place. If communities are similar in language 
and customSj then, as civiliaation brings an increasing con- 
sciousness of community of nature and sentiment, the mere 
desire to establish a more perfect order in the internal 
relations of the aggregating communities may suffice. This 
appears when we consider exceptional cases in which 
circumstances rendered foreign war a comparatively rare 
incident. Thus we find that in Iceland the transition to 
one community from a group of Things ” with separate 
chieftains in local proximity was due to disputes between 
neighbouring chiefs and their clients and uncertainty as to 
the law, which brought about the Constitution of Ulfliot,” 
A.B. 930, establishing a central “ Thing ” or assembly for 
the whole island — ^the Althing ” — and a law speaker to 
apeak a single law. 

§ 3, Voluntary coalescence, then, seems of all the historic 
modes of formation of new states to be the only one appli- 
cable in the case of the original formation of a political 
society out of something that is not already such a society. 
Accordingly, the most important historical question at 
issue between Locke’s school and their opponents may be- 
stated thus : Were political societies originally formed by 
voluntary aggregation of heads of natural families, recognisiag 
no right of government in any one more than any other prior 
to the aggregation ? or were they formed by the extension 
of single families into larger bodies of kindred, accompanied 
by a recognition of superiority in individuals or families 
specially representing the original parents ? 

We may obtain some light on this question by examining 
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the internal structure of the earliest political society that 
history shows us in Greece, Rome, and Germany. I ton, there- 
fore, to the account that Maine gives of this structure, on the 
basis of the evidence derived from comparative jurisprudence, 
and especially from a study of Roman law. According to 
Maine, society in primitive times was “in fact, and in the 
view of the men who composed it ... an aggregation of 
families/' not a collection of individuals.'^ Ancient law, 
accordingly, is so framed as to be adjusted to a system 
of . . . corporations.'^ It considers the entities with 
which it deals, i.e. the patriarchal or family groups, as 
perpetual and inextinguishable," ^ It is to be noted 
that these entities, so far as their patriarchal character 
is recognised in the earliest Roman law historically known 
to us, are families in the strictest sense : the Patria 
Potestas " of the head of a household extends only to his 
wife, children, and their descendants. Over them indeed he 
appears exercising a despotism so absolute that no member 
of the famdy besides himself can he said to have had a 
separate jural existence at all. He was not only absolute 
owner of the property, including even the acquisitions of his 
children : but he could chastise and even kill, could sell or 
transfer by adoption, could marry and divorce any of his 
children at will. This complete control within the family 
carried with it a correspondingly extensive responsibility ; 
the paterfamilias was answerable for any damage done by a 
son ; but he could relieve himself by tendering the person 
of the offender as a satisfaction for the damage. And 
while the Roman father's power during life was thus in its 
jremarkable extent more analogous to that of an independent 
ruler than to that of a modem parent, we may find a similar 
analogy in the no less strildng limitation of his power over his 
estate after death. He could not originally leave any of his 
property by will away from his children ; he could no more 
decide what was to be done with it after his death than a mon- 
arch of a modern state can dispose of the country he governs. 

When, however, we ask what happened after the father’s 
^ Ancient LaWf oixap. v, p. 126. 
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death, we find that the evidence suggests two diffeient 
answers to the question. When we are considering the 
consequences of the father’s death contemplated in the 
earliest Roman Law known to us, we must consider the 
family to break up at the father’s death; those of the 
chUdren, or fatherless grandchildren, who axe physically 
capable of founding families — i,e. males who have attained 
puberty — becoming independent units ; while the women, if 
nob under the control of husbands, as lacking this '“capacity, 
remain subject to the nearest male relative.^ 

But an examination of the earliest Roman law of 
inheritance leads us to inf ex an earlier stage of development, 
at which the family held together instead of breaking up 
at the father’s death. According to Maine ^ the primitive 
Roman conception of inheritance was “ succession to the en- 
tire legal position of the deceased man,” All the archaic 
phrases in Roman Law relating to inheritance “ indicate 
that what passed from the testator to the heir was the 
family^ that is, the aggregate of rights and duties com- 
bined in tbe Patria Potestas and growing out of it ” ; hence 
Maine conceives the original will or testament as “ a mode 
of declaring who was to have the chieftainship in succession 
to the testator.” Again the only claims of consanguinity 
recognised in the primitive law of intestate inheritance (in 
default of direct heirs) are the claims of “ agnates ” — ^kins- 
men who trace their connection exclusively through males : 
and this carries us hack to a time at which a man after his 
father’s death still belonged, in some important sense, to the 
same family group as his brothers and even remoter kinsmen. 
For the exclusion from inheritance of all collaterals wLq. 
could only trace their connection through females would be 
inexplicable unless we suppose that women — even when 
they married after the father’s death — ^left the family by 
marriage in a sense in which men did not leave it. 

^ Later, when wills overruled the original rights of kinsmen, miiuarried 
women after their father’s death were placed in the protection of guardians 
appointed by will. * 

^ Ancient Law, chap, vi, pp. 181, 190, 191. 
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Eurtlierj we have to observe that in the Roman Law of 
the '' Twelve Tables/’ rights of inheritance extended beyond 
the limits of traceable kinship to the members of the 
‘‘ Gens/’ or clan, to which the deceased belonged. This 
leads us to a very important modification of Maine’s con- 
ception of primitive society as an aggregation of families. 
We find that in Rome, Athens, Sparta alike, — ^in short 
wherever we have an accurate knowledge of an ancient 
coramunify — the families of the original citizens are grouped 
in larger bodies, which so far resemble families that they 
are held together by at least the supposition of a common 
kinship. We may conveniently distinguish these by the 
Roman name “ Gentes.” 

Such a Gens is called by Maine a fictitious extension 
of the family.^ Its members, as such, could not definitely 
trace blood relationship ; but they bore a common name, 
and regarded each other as descendants or quasi-descendants 
of a common ancestor ; and they were united by the religious 
tie of performing sacrificial rites of a quasi-domestic land, 
and in early times by a complex bond of mutual rights 
and obligations, resembling those arising out of distinct 
kinship. Thus we find the members of an Athenian Gens 
bound together by mutual rights of succession to property ; 
reciprocal obligations of help, defence, and redress of injuries ; 
mutual rights and obligations to intermarry in certain deter- 
minate cases, especially where there was an orphan daughter 
or heiress ; and the possession, in some cases, of common 
property.® 

Those bonds of union are so strong, that in conceiving 
the structure of the primitive society in which they were in 
fuU force, we are led to regard it as more markedly an 
aggregation of Gentes than an aggregation of natural families. 
And it is a not improbable conjecture that this division into 
gentes was represented in the original political constitution 
of Rome ; the patros ” who composed the Senate being 
originally the chiefs of the old patrician Gentes. 

Similarly Grofce (Part ir. cliap, x.) apeaks of it as an ^‘enlarged and 
partly faotitions brotherhood.” ® See Grofe, Ic. 
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The gentea again were grouped both at Eome and Athens 
into larger unions — curiee/’ (brotherhoods) — con- 

nected by similar though less close bonds ; and these larger 
groups were grouped again into tribes. 

If, then, we contemplate the primitive nation as com- 
posed in the manner described, of an ascending series of 
groups — the bond of union within the group being the 
belief or fiction of common descent, represented in and con- 
firmed by the performance of sacred rites in wofship of a 
common ancestor — the Patriarchal Theory emerges, if I may 
so say, spontaneously. As Maine says,^ ” we can scarcely help 
conceiving these groups as a system of concentric circles 
which have gradually expanded from the same point.” That 
is, the patriarchal family prospering and holding together, 
would become the gens ; and similarly the gens prospering 
would develop into the larger union of the tribe. And 
though it is only a conjecture, it is, Maine t hink s, no pre- 
sumptuous conjecture,” that the independent group thus 
formed by development out of the patriarchal family was 
normally governed by the “ eldest male of the oldest line,” 
representing the common ancestor of all the free Idnsmen.” 2 

§ 4. In examining this view, it will he weU to distinguish 
three q[ue3tion8 : — 1. Was the tie that bound members of a 
primitive community together primarily an extension of the 
family tie, a consciousness of kins hip and common descent ? 
2. Did the group of supposed kiasmen which constitutes 
the most elementary political society known to us, grow 
out of a family formed by the children of a single male 
parent ? 3. Did the chief of such a group normally exer- 
cise authority as representative of the parent in this original 
family '? 

The first question, I think, may be confidently answered 
in the afi6.rmative. There can be no doubt that man, in the 
earliest stage in which history leads us to form a conception 
of Mm, existed in groups, of which at least the ideal bond 
was kinship. We have seen, indeed, that in the case of 


^ A'ncicni Laiu, oh. v. p. 128, and ch. vii. p. 234. 
^ Marhj History of ImtUutionei Lecfc. m, p. 94 
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tke Greeks and Romans, Idnsliip is not generally trace- 
able, even by traditionally preserved genealogies, among all 
the members of any of the groups within groups of which 
the community — or at least the old stock of citizens — 
appears to be composed ; it may even be known that foreign 
elements have been admitted into the union of kinsmen, 
with or without a ceremony of adoption ; still, this does not 
prevent the group, as a whole, from being conceived as 
descended from a common ancestor. Even where the 
members of the community were known not to be all Idns- 
men, it was only by feigning themselves to be kinsmen that 
they could regard it as natural and rational to hold together 
in political union, — the effect of the fiction being doubtless 
powerfully aided by the admission of the fictitious kinsmen 
to the domestic worship of the group. We have no evi- 
dence of any similar fictitious extension of kinship among the 
primitive Germans ; but when we catch our first glimpse of 
them in Caesar’s narrative, we find them associated in con- 
sanguineous groups for war, and for the appropriation and 
cultivation of land. And though in all these cases the con- 
stitutional importance of these quasi-consanguineous divi- 
sions appears to be diminishing when the light of history 
falls on them, there is sufficient evidence to show clearly 
that the internal union of a primitive political society 
was conceived after the pattern of a family union ; that 
its earliest elements are groups similarly framed \ and that 
each of these communities, when we know them first, appears 
to bo conscious of a wider legendary kinship linking it to 
neighbouring communities. Though we cannot say that the 
<!»belief in descent from a common ancestor is required as a 
“ condition precedent ” for primitive tribes combining ; still 
here too the idea of kinship as a basis of combination seems 
so far predominant, that the belief in a co mm on ancestor is 
apt to grow up after combination. 

§ 5. We may assume, then, that the earliest form of 
political society was a comparatively small group of persona 
regarding themselves as kinsmen ; and it is possible that 
in some cases such a society may have been produced by the 
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expansion of a single family. But after tie evidence which 
MXennan and others have brought forward as to tie wide- 
spread existence among uncivilised men of Idnsiip traced 
through females only, and marriage customs very difierent 
from the patriarchal, I cannot regard it as even decidedly most 
probable that any political society which we know historically 
was actually thus developed. It is at least not improbable 
that the gregarious group or groups from which it has been 
derived, with whatever intervening processes of aggregation 
and division, went through a stage in which kinship through 
females was alone recognised ; and if so, it is at least not 
improbable that as it emerged into the stage in which the 
paternal kinship had prevailed as the bond of family union, 
it was composed of several families which could not definitely 
trace themselves to a common male ancestor, though under 
the influence of the newly-predominant idea of kinship 
through males, they came to heheve that they had had 
such an ancestor. Evidence of this process of change, in 
the Arabian clans, is given by Eobertson Smith in his 
book on KinsMjp and Marriage in Early Arabia, 

Here I ought to observe that Maine, in a later treatise,^ 
admitted the importance of a good deal of M'Lennan’s 
evidence, and restated his theory in view of this evidence. 
He admitted it “to be more than probable that, since the 
appearance of mankind on the earth, an indefinite portion 
of the race has suffered at different times from a serious 
inferiority in numbers of women to men.’^ He acknow- 
ledged that men would be led “ to establish institutions in 
conformity with this proportion between the sexes ” ; and that 
“ the tendency of such institutions would be to arrange men- 
and women in groups very unhke those in which, according to 
. . . the Patriarchal Theory, they were originally combined.’’ 
And he admitted that it may he “ impossible to say what 
portion of the human race has Buffered from this dispropor- 
tion between the sexes.” He still, however, insists “ on the 

1 Early Law and oh. viii. pp. 2li, 216. This chapter — with 

which Spencer, in criticising Maine, does not seem to be acquainted — should 
be read by all who give any attention to the present inquiry. 
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Patriarclial Tlieory as expressing tlie primitive grouping of 
mankind ; considering tie phenomena to which McLennan 
drew attention to he a temporary aberration interposed 
between the original grouping and that later patriarchal 
family which archaic law shows us. And he skilfully 
turns the flank — ^if I may so say — of MTcnnan^ by calling 
in the authority of Darwin, who approaches the matter from 
the zoological side.^ Darwin argues from what we laiow of 
the habits of monkeys, that primitive man — ^when nearest 
the monkeys — must be supposed to have lived in marriage 
relations certainly more resembling the patriarchal family 
than those to which MTennan has drawn attention : each 
with a single wife, or if powerful with several, whom he 
jealously guarded against all other men,’’ and under the 
influence of “ one of the strongest of all instincts, common 
to all the lower animals, namely, the love of their young 
offspring.” There is even some reason for attributing to 
him, in ,some cases, permanent monogamic imions in this 
earliest 'post-simian condition. Without denying the force of 
Darwin’s reasoning, I think we may observe that, under the 
influence of the studies of savage life to which McLennan 
and Darwin led him, Maine’s Patriarchal Theory, in its final 
form, has undergone a material change. As you will 
remember, an essential characteristic of the patriarchal 
family in Ancient Law is that the patriarch — the oldest 
living male ascendant — is supposed to hear despotic sway 
over his grown-up sons, as well as the women and young 
children of his household, and the “ implicit obedience of 
rude men to their parent,” which this conception involves, is 
"^spoken of as a “ primary fact.” ^ But it is difficult to sup- 
pose this a primary fact in the patriarchal family that Maine 
shows us in Early Lato and Custom. Of this family he 
says (p. 198) that it is more .than barbarous, it is extremely 
savage,” (p. 209) that “sexual jealousy, indulged through 
power, might serve as a definition of ” it, the power of the 
strong man ” is “ the principal formative cause ” of it (p, 216). 

^ Seo Descent of Man, Part m. oh. xx. 

® Ancient Law, ch. v. p. 136. 
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But in sucli a group based on sexual jealousy and physical 
force^ what motive is there to make the grown son, in full 
youthful vigour, submit to the despotic authority of the 
father ? Maine suggests that it is respect for the paternal 
wisdom (p. 198), the strongest and wisest male rules.” But 
though barbarous people often show a more marked respect 
for the wisdom that normally comes with age than men in 
a more advanced stage of civilisation, it is attributing more 
to this sentiment than any evidence will support, if we sup- 
pose that it would make men submit to despotic control in 
the teeth of strong animal passions. And nothing that I 
can learn of monkeys or other animals at all supports this. 

I learn (e.^r.) that among gorillas “ but one adult is seen in a 
band ; when the young male grows up a contest takes place 
for mastery, and the strongest, by killing and driving out the 
others, establishes himself as the head of the community.” ^ 
AU this seems highly impatriarohal. In short, granting the 

Cyclopean ” family, with a single male head ruling despotic- 
ally over wives and children of tender years, to be as primi- 
tive a condition of human society as we can conjectuxaUy 
get back to, I see no ground for regarding the Patriarchal 
family of Ancient Law as si m ilarly primitive, or for assuming 
it to have developed immediately out of the Cyclopean 
family. The two are dissimilar in respect of the very char- 
acteristic which is most important for our present inquiry 
into the development of the state — the submission paid by 
a number of grown men to one. 

§ G. The contxoveisy thus seems to concentrate itself on 
Ihe third of the questions above distinguished, — ^the relation 
of political to paternal power. According to Maine, the*" 
power of the father — or his representative — is a fact so 
essential to the structure of primitive society, that kin- 
ship, as the tie binding communities together, tends to 
be regarded as the same thing with subj ection to a 
common authority. The notions of power and consan- 
guinity blend,” ^ though they in nowise supersede one 

1 Br. Savage, as (Quoted by Darwin, Descent of Man^ Parfc m. oh. xx. 

2 Early History of InsiituHons^ pp, 68, 69. 
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another.” Thus in the case of smallest group, the 

family,” it is '' difficult to say whether the persons com- 
prised in it are most distinctly regarded as kinsmen, or as 
servile or semi-servile dependants of the person who was 
the source of their kinship ” ; and this confusion of kinship 
with subjection to patriarchal power is observable also in 
the larger groups into which the family expands. In some 
cases the tribe can hardly be otherwise described than as the 
group of men subject to some one chieftain.” Now it is 
probable that wherever primitive chieftainship was strong, 
this fusion of ideas tended to result. But we have no 
reason to regard this extent of the chiefly power as a normal 
condition of the earliest political societies : and even if "we 
suppose a clan developed out of a really patriarchal — not 
Cyclopean — ^family, it would not follow that its chief had 
his power simply because he was conceived, as the eldest 
ascendant, to “ represent ” the father of the family which had 
expanded into the clan. This idea of representation ” seems 
to me too artificial and refined to have so decisive a force at 
so early a stage of development. And certainly in the his- 
torically Icnown cases in later times, to which Maine refers, 
where groups of kinsmen, developed out of more or less 
patriarchal families, hold property in common, — though not 
as independent groups, but as part of a larger state, — ^we 
find no such transmission of paternal power. It is true that 
in most of these cases — e.g, in the Hindoo joint undivided 
family— the eldest male of the eldest line, if of full mental 
capacity, is generally placed at the head of afiairs. But as 
Maine ^ admits, he is merely manager, not patriarch ; and 
if he is not deemed fit for his duties, a * worthier ’ kinsman 
is substituted for him by election ” ; just as the principle of 
election, at least within the royal family, seems to have been 
generally accepted in the appointment of the Teutonic king 
or supreme chief, where such a supreme chief existed. 

Thus, even where the institution of the family as we con- 
ceive it, under the rule of the male parent, is firmly estab- 
lished within the society, we still find the principle of 

^ Early History of Insliiitiions, p. 117, 
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election on tlio groimd of personal efficiency combining with 
the principle of inheritance in the male line to determine 
chieftainship. Similarly there is much evidence to show 
that in such societies personal superiority, physical or mental, 
or both, is a powerful factor in determining the retention of 
the chiefs office. Thus, in Homeric Greece, Laertes and 
Peleus have to give up their chieftainship when old age 
comes on. And we may reasonably suppo.se that such 
personal superiority, especially military capacity, was in an 
indefinite number of cases the origin of new chieftainship. 
Tacitus tells us that among the Gormans the leader in war 
was chosen for his valour ; and we cannot doubt that this 
was frequently the case in primitive communities, or that a 
successful war chief would frequently retain his chieftainship 
after the war was over. Other superiorities, besides martial 
valour or sidll, have also to be taken into account ; e.g. the 
supposed possession of peculiar divine favour, or means of 
infl-uencing the gods — the medicine-man ” of a tribe, as 
Spencer says, is in a favourable position for rising to chief- 
tainship. The story of Niima, in early Eoman history, 
suggests a rise of this kind. 

On the whole, then, I think we must suppose the process 
of development by which permanent hereditary kingship came 
to be established, to have been one in which this principle 
of selecting the strongest or wisest — ^wherever vigorous or 
skilful leadership was felt to be specially necessary— com- 
bined and conflicted, in various ways, with the tendency to 
recognise the son as the natural successor to the father, 
which is likely to have been strong where male descent 
definitely determined succession to private property. There"' 
is no reason to regard the fatheris power, in the patriarchal 
family, as the original type of political power ; but doubt- 
less the &m establishment of the patriarchal type of family 
contributed importantly to the stability and strength of 
tribal headship. 



LECTURE IV 


SUMMARY OF THEOBY OF ORIGIN 
TRANSITION FROM PRIMITIVE KINGSHIP 

§ I. In iny last Lecture I laid before you the results at which 
I have arrived, after studying the evidence for and against 
the Patriarchal Theory of the origin of political society. 
Briefly simimed up they are these : — 

1. It is an undeniable and important truth that the 
political communities of those Indo-Germanic nations with 
whom we are specially concerned arc, in the first stage in 
which history leads us to conceive them, found to be 
organised in groups based on real or assumed kinship ; 
at least the ewe or nucleus of the community is so organised, 
though round this nucleus there may be a large accretion of 
other elements.^ 

2, I think, however, that such a community is rather to 
be regarded as an aggregation of houses or clans,” each in- 
cluding several families, than an aggregation of families under 
the despotic control of the eldest male ascendant, as Maine 
suggests. That is, the divisions between the Gentes, in the 
earliest state of things that ancient law leads us to conceive, 
are more marked than the divisions between the families 
within each Gens. In Germany, and probably in Italy and 
Greece also, we have to suppose the tribe distributed primi- 

^ It muat always be recognised that though kinship is the idml bond, the 
need or convenience of union, especially for war, is, to an extent not now 
traceable, the actual bond. And though doubtless in early times the groups 
that thus become welded into one are mostly 3dn hejore the amalgamation — 
as Borne and Latins — still we must admit an indefinite number of eases in 
which alien groups wove absorbed. This Maine notices, but does not perhaps 
emphasise enough. 

S7 
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tively in groups of kinsmen, holding and cultivating land 
largely in common : both in Eome and Athens we see such 
groups — Rentes or fyevT ] — based at least on the idea of kin- 
ship, and internally united by a common worship, a certain 
degree of obedience to a common chieftain, mutual rights of 
succession to property, and reciprocal obligations of help in 
distress, defence and redress in quarrel. These latter ties 
no doubt were stronger among members of the same family, 
or near kinsmen within the larger group ; but still they 
efiectively bound together the whole Gens and made 
the most marked line of division that which separated 
Gentes. 

3. I do not however think that we can regard the 
chieftainship of the gens as normally derived from the 
domestic control of the Patriarch of the patriarchal family, 
transmitted to the eldest son of the eldest line as the family 
expands into the clan. For I do not think we can assume 
this patriarchal form of the iaxoily to have continnonsly 
existed through primitive ages : since MTennan and othoi’s 
have shown the widespread existence — in very different 
races and regions, not excluding Indo-Germans — of either 
polyandry or the uncertain and transient marriage relations 
implied in the customary tracing of kinship through females 
only. And the kind of family which zoological analogies 
suggest as primeval, — ^based on sexual jealousy and physi- 
cal force, with the strongest male ruling and guarding his 
females and their young — does not help us to explain what 
specially requires explanation in the organisation of the 
clan, namely, the obedience of many grown men to one man 
not physically stronger than they. Even in the cases iif 
which the patriarchal family may have been established, 
and have then expanded into the clan, it does not seem that 
the rather artificial and refined idea of “ son representing 
father,” is sufficient to explain how hereditary chieftainship 
becomes established in a group into which this family 
expands. Especially as in the groups of this kind which we 
know as parts of States more advanced in civilisation, there 
is cerfcainly no transmission of quasi-paternal authority 
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to the man placed at the head of afEairs ; he is manager, 
not patriarch. 

I admit that the establishment of the patriarchal family 
within the clan — as I conceive it — was doubtless an im- 
portant factor in rendering chieftainship hereditary. The 
chief would aim at handing down his position like his 
property, and it would seem natural to others that he should 
do this ; he had a likely son they would acquiesce ; and 
the chieftainship would become elective within the family — 
somewhat as we find it in the Irish clans. But it does 
not in any way follow that the power of the chieftain was a 
complete continuation of the patxia potestas : and though 
we may reasonably conceive the chief of the Gens as manager 
of whatever property was held in common, we have no 
reason to conceive him as having absolute control over it, or 
over the other members of the Gens. 

This view will I think be confirmed, if we consider 
more closely what the functions of the chief or king must 
have been at the earhest stage in the social development 
of the peoples that we are considering. Apart from the 
management of common property, and putting any supposed 
relation to the Divinity out of account, these functions must 
have been mainly strategic and judicial. The chief has not 
to legislate : since, in this stage of development, law exists 
only in the state of custom which no individual or combina- 
tion of individuals has any definite authority to alter ; and 
what in later times are distinguished as internal executive 
functions must be supposed to have been very rudimentary 
in the beginnings of political development* The tribe or 
dian requires a leader in war, and a judge in peace : — 
but, as Maine ^ holds, the preserved traces of earliest 
law and legal ceremony show the judge’s ordinary work 
to have been a kind of arbitration : he has to decide 
the disputes between families that axe voluntarily brought 
before him, and especially to bring blood-feuds to a peaceful 
termination. Now it is obvious that very different qualities 
are required for strategic and judicial functions respectively. 

^ Ancient Law^ ch. x* 
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The best judge would ordinarily be an old man, skilled in the 
customs of the tribe, but he would not be most fit for leader 
in war. So far, therefore, as chieftainship was determined by 
efficiency, we should expect the two functions often to fall 
apart. And in fact, as Mr, Tylor ^ says, in barbarous 
countries the tribe-chief and the war-chief may be found 
side by side ’’ : though doubtless, when the power of the 
bow and spear once asserts itself, it is apt to grow further.” 

§ 2. Leaving these speculations, let us return to the 
primitive polity,” which, with the qualifications I have 
given, r think we may accept as giving a general type of 
government — allowing for large variations in different times 
and districts — which belongs to the “ tribal condition ” of 
Greeks, Romans, and Germans in the earhest stage in which 
history throws any light on it. The streams of political 
development are thus, as I said, tolerably close together at 
the point to which we trace each back. We have now to 
follow their divergent courses. 

But before beginning the development of Greek polity, 
with which we shall be mainly concerned in this and the 
five following lectures, I should like to point out a hypo- 
thetical advantage and an actual disadvantage of study- 
ing the phenomena of political development in Greece, as 
compared with studying them in the history of modern 
states. The advantage is that there are so many more 
instances to generalise from, if we only knew them. Here 
I may remind yon that we have to thinlc not only of Greece 
proper ; for Greek immigrants, at an early stage of Greek 
civilisation, filled the isles of the Aegean including the large 
island of Crete, and the west coast of Asia Minor, with 
small independent communities, which became city-states 
as civilisation went on ; then later Greek colonisation still 
further extended this t 3 rpe of polity, carryiag it up the 
coasts of the Adriatic and making Southern Italy a Magna 
Graecia,” spreading over the greater part of Sicily, extending 
northward to the Crimea, eastward along the coast of the 
Euxine, southward to Libya, westward even to far Marseilles. 

1 See Tylor, Anthropology ^ oh. xvi. p. 4:31. 



IV 


thansiijon prom primitiyp jxINGSiup 


6i 


It is easy to see ttat there were thus brought into being 
independent city-states in hundreds, a comparison of whose 
polities would have afforded a rich field for induction. 
But, unfortunately, our knowledge of most instances is 
extremely meagre and fragmentary. The only constitutions 
that we know with anything like fulness are those of 
Sparta and Athens. In other cases, I think the best that 
we can say is that we probably know the general character 
of the mo^t important constitutional changes ; but in many 
cases we caimot say even this. 

Owing to this, I think only a few broad generalisations 
can be confidently made with regard to the changes in the 
forms of government of Greek city-states generally. And 
an important question then arises how far we can generalise 
from Sparta and Athens taken as types. I think that, as 
regards early history, we may do this to some extent, taking 
Sparta as a type of a community formed by superimposing 
a conquering tribe on a conquered community, the con- 
querors beco min g a ruling class monopolising political 
rights ; and Attica as a type of a community '' integrated 
as it passes out of the tribal condition into that of a 
city-state, without any such traceable effect of conquest. 

Again, I think we may regard Athens as a representative 
type to an important extent of Greek democracy in the 
fifth and fourth centuries e.c. ; partly through the influence 
of natural imitation, in consequence of the leading position 
rapidly taken by Athens after the expulsion of the tyrants 
at the end of the sixth century (510 b.o.), and especially 
after the successful resistance of Athena to the Persian 
invasions in the first quarter of the fifth century. On the 
other hand, we have to bear in mind the quasi-metropolitan 
position of Athens, derived from her maritime empire, 
which makes her, so far, unlike other cities. The splendour 
of Athens was largely due to her imperial position ; and the 
fulness of her political life was at once stimulated hy the 
task of ruling her empire, and financially sustained by the 
contributions of the subject cities. But, allowing for this, 
it is, as I remarked before, at any rate probable that the 
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Gieek states tiat moved towards democracy in the fifth 
and fourth centuries were powerfully influenced by the 
example of Athens, and had a tendency to copy her institu- 
tions, It would, however, be a fundamental mistake to 
assume similarly that Sparta was a type of Greek oligarchies. 
The Spartan constitution must be regarded as almost sui 
generis, and though the Spartans support oligarchies else- 
where against the drift to democracy, they do not support 
constitutions of which their own is a type. '' 

§ 3. Let us now observe the movement as regards the 
head chieftainship or kingship of the tribe in the early 
stage of the races we are examining. 

As the “ primitive polity ” has a threefold division of 
functions among long or head chief, subordinate chiefs, and 
assembly of freemen, it is natural to conceive that the three 
kinds of government, popularly distinguished in Greek thought 
of the fiith and fourth centuries e , o . as monarchy, oligarchy 
or aristocracy, democracy, come from the preponderance 
at different times of one or other of these elements, and 
it is natural to suppose that they preponderated successively 
— one, few, and many ; kingship becoming oppressive and 
causing a movement against it which threw power into 
the hands of suboidmate chiefs or nobles ; and this govern- 
ment of the few becoming oppressive in its turn, and thus 
causing a change to more democratic conditions. 

And this is, in fact, the view of the natural order of 
constitutions taken by Polybius, the historian of the second 
century b . o ., who saw the establishment of Eoman dominion 
over Greece, and thus is, among the Greek writers personally 
interested in free Greece, the one who had his attention 
specially directed to Rome. He saw the first subjection of 
Greece by Rome (146 b . c ,) ; and previously to this had 
lived in exile seventeen years in Italy. Thus — unlike 
Aristotle, of whose view I shall speak latex — ^his generalisa- 
tions as to the development of polity are naturally formed 
on the basis of the experience of Rome, now dominant, as 
well as of Greece. According to the generalisations of 
Polybius, polity is to be conceived as passing naturally 
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through, the following stages : — ^Monarchy, through the vices 
to which it tempts, degenerates into tyranny. Then, the 
luxury and insolent immorality of the tyrant leading to 
scandal and hatred, there follows aristocracy. This in its 
turn degenerates into ohgarchy as the ruling class takes 
partly to money-getting, partly to insolent debauchery, and 
becomes in both ways oppressive. Then, the masses being 
stirred by this oppression to resistance and retaliation, there 
follows democracy ; which, when Demos in his turn becomes 
insolent and lawless, turns to ochlocracy till the people again 
find their master in a monarch, and the round begins again. 

^ ’ Now, as regards the earlier stages, especially the position 
of the tyrant between the legitimate kmg and aristocracy, 
this scheme certainly seems— as Polybius expressly says — 
to suit the history of Eome. Through all the uncertainties 
of tradition we seem to discern clearly that the later king- 
ship in Eome was more masterful and oppressive than the 
earlier ; and after kings are got rid of they do not come 
back. The popnlar memory of hate and aversion that the 
violent end of the monarchy leaves behind is successfully 
kept alive by the patricians who succeed to rule ; the word 
“ king,” as Mommsen says, seems to have acted on a Eoman 
populace like the word “ popery ” on an English populace. 
So long as the Eoman state remains really a city-state, there 
is no more monarchy ; it is not till Eome has expanded into 
a country-state, with an empire subject to it, that monarchy 
comes in again, as an apparently indispensable organ for 
maintaining the coherence of this great structure. 

And we hear of one or two instances of similarly violent 
transitions in Greece, one of which, no doubt, specially influ- 
enced Polybius and probably, taken together with Eome, 
led him to the generalisation above given. This is the 
tradition in Aohaea— the strip of country in the north of the 
Peloponnese, which is so obscure in the brilliant period of 
Greek city-states and Kecomes so important later, in the 
third century, as the nucleus of the Achaean League. We 
find Achaeans at the beginning of Greek history, in Homer, 
as the common name for Greeks, and Achaeans at the end 
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(Achaia in the New Testament), but hardly hear of them in 
the middle ! Well, Polybius ^ tells us that kingship ended 
in Aohaea, because the people were displeased with the sons 
of the last long for ruling not according to law, but 
despotically,” and so changed the government to a demo- 
cracy Brifiofcpariav)* What importance is to be attached to 
this statement as an apparent exception to the general rule 
that when monarchy was put down oligarchical governments 
follow, I will consider presently. I now only"" mention 
it as an instance of violent transition on account of the 
tyrannical aggravation of kingly rule. 

We hear of one or two other instances of similar violent 
transition.^ But on the whole, though the imperfections of 
our knowledge render it difficult to speak confidently, we 
must, I think, regard them as exceptions. Certainly in 
Athens, Thebes,^ and Argos ^ the reduction of royal power is 
represented as peaceful ; and I think we may infer it as 
having been normally peaceful, or, at any rate, not due to 
violent reaction against despotism where the government 
remains in the royal house after the transition to oligarchy. 
Of this there are several instances known to us. Compare 
the famous ohgarchy of the Bacchiads at Corinth, the 
Basilids at Ephesus and Erythrae in Asia Minor, the 
Penthilids at Mitylene in Lesbos, the Aleuads at Larissa 
in Thessaly ; in all these cases, when life-long monarchy 
has come to an end, the chief offices of government appear 
to be still confined to the royal house.^ Contrast with 
this the expulsion of the Tarquins at Rome. The difierence 
obviously means a comparatively peaceful transition to 
oligarchy. 

I think, then, that we may infer from our evidence 
that the transition to oligarchy iu Greece was more often 

^ Polyb. Hist. ii. 41. 

^ Samoa, Plut. QUu Gr, ch. 67 ; porbaps Megaia, Pans, i, cb. xliii. 3 ; and 
Arcadia, Paua. vm. ch. v. 13, though the extent and nature of the power of 
these “ Kings of Arcadia is very dubious. 

® Pans. IX, oh. v. 16. Paus, rr. ch. xix. 2. 

® Using the term royal house in an enlarged sense. The Bacchiads were 
a large clan of over 200. 
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gradual, and without any great sLock of revolutionary 
violence. And, in fact, from the time that we first hear 
of Greek polity, the old-fashioned monarchy — ^the monarchy 
of the primitive pohty, with functions limited by law or 
custom, and customarily shared with council and assembly 
— ^this monarchy appears to be gradually declining in 
relative prestige. We see this decline in Homer, as we 
pass from the Iliad to the Odyssey ; where, as I have said, 
it is even 'marked by the use of the title Basileus,’^ which 
in the Iliad is, I think, always appropriated to the head 
of a demos or his sons ; ^ but when we come to the Odyssey, 
basileus ” is “ chief ” rather than king. This is shown 
early in the poem, in the passage already referred to, where 
Telemachus says there are many chiefs {^acrikrje^) of the 
Achaeans in Ithaca, though, as afterwards appears, the 
island has only one city, and its inhabitants form one 
demos ” with one assembly. And again, when Odysseus 
in his travels is thrown on the shore of pleasant Scheria, 
where the noble Phaeacians dweU in what is manifestly 
represented as an ideal and happy condition, we find, from 
the statement of the head-chief Alcinous, that there are 
twelve glorious chiefs {^acriXrje^) who rule among the 
people, and he is the thirteenth.” ^ It is evident that 
monarchy is moving downwards towards oligarchy.^ 

Still, though there is comparatively little evidence 
anywhere in Greece that the transition to oligarchy was 
due to a movement against an oppressive extension of 
monarchical power, monarchical despotism has an im- 
portant place in the development of Greek polity ; but it 
comes after oligarchy, not before it, and is, in all the cases 
^ Lecture n. p. 34. 

® Ocl. -viii. 391. The iu Hiaeacia are clearly uuder-kinga ruling 

aeparato districts, a coxtaia amount of integration having taken place : mrh. 
^Ti^ov implies this. 

® The transition soomB to have heon {a) sometimes to a single ^a.cri\e\>s 
generally elective for a year with reduced — chiefly sacrificial — ^functions (cf. 
Ar. PoL iii. 9, 3), and (b) sometimes to boards of ^aa-iKeh. Compare Kyme 
(Plat. Qu. Qr, 2, p. 360), Elis (Cauer ® 253), Mitylene (Cauer ^ 428). I do not 
think the /SaviXaes at Elis were limited, as Gilbert says (QriecK SiaatsalU 
§ 19, p. 100), to i)riesbly functions. 
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actually known to us, irregular, unconstitutional despotism. 
It wiU be convenient to call tHs by the Greek name 
Tyrannis ” Its nature, causes, and development I shall 
consider more fully in a later lecture. At present I have 
only referred to it to make clear the very important differ- 
ence between the evolution of Greek and Eonaan polity 
respectively ; that, speaking broadly, the place of despotic 
monarchy is in the Greek order of development, not between 
the old monarchy restrained by custom and oligarchy, but 
between oligarchy and democracy. The Tyrannus is not, as 
at Borne, a primitive monarch using his power oppressively 
beyond the limits of old law and custom, but an ambitious 
leader who wrests monarchical power from oppressive 
oligarchs by the aid of popular support. 

§ 4, We may complete our general view of the manner 
in which the three lines of development — Greek, Roman, 
German — diverge by noticing the striking difference be- 
tween Greece and Germany. 

In early German history the movement is, as we have 
seen, towards kingship. The German tribes appear on the 
scene, in Caesar, largely without the institution, but it appears 
to be gradually adopted everywhere ; and when once adopted 
it has remarkable stability, as it lasts on through medieval 
and modern history. In Greece, on the other hand, almost 
the only traceable movement is the other way : between the 
age of Homer and the earliest period really historical, 
Idngship in Greece proper has in most States changed into 
a form of oligarchy; — one of the few exceptions being 
Sparta, where, as I have said, primitive institutions were 
attihciaUy preserved ; but even here kings axe reduced to 
little more than hereditary conunandeis-in-chief. What is 
the explanation of this ^ 

Partly, no doubt, the Germans are in an earlier stage of 
development ; partly, however, we have to refer it to the 
fact that the process of civilisation that was going on in 
Greece tended towards the development of small compact 
; which ultimately, in the most advanced communities, 
h^^e a defluitely whan character, the ideas of city ’’ and 
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state coming to be blended in a single notion. Whereas, 
when the Germans began gradually to grow more civilised 
through contact with the Eoman Empire, the idea of a 
civilised polity with which they thus became famihar was that 
of a State extending over a large area of territory, includ- 
ing municipalities as a subordinate element of a coherent 
political order ; and during the centuries of dissolution and 
reconstruction, in which the conquered and semi-barbarised 
fragments’ of the empire were growing into orderly and 
coherent nations, this idea of a “ country-state governed 
their development. 

The important efiects of the distinction between town 
and country, as elements of the modern state, are familiar 
to us all ; but we do not always reflect on the profound 
historical signiflcance of the distinction. While the history 
of civilisation in ancient Europe is the history of a social 
life that had its focus always in the town, from which 
“ civility ” dimly radiated into the country, the history of 
modern Europe through the Middle Ages and the Eenais- 
sance shows us this civilisation modified by the habits of a 
conquering race, who were distmguished by their fondness 
for country Hfe, and who retained this characteristic long 
after they had become civilised. 

Hence it is one of the most essential diflerences between 
Greek politics and modern European politics — a difference 
from which many others flow — ^that, in the most civilised 
period of Greek history, at any rate up to the time of 
the Macedonian predominance, the political ideal of the 
most highly civilised Greeks was essentially a city-state. 
A Greek of this period was of course familiar with bar- 
barian communities, notably the huge Persian monarchy, in 
which one government ruled over large countries ; but yet he 
could hardly conceive of a high degree of political organisa- 
tion being attained by a community whose political life did 
not centre in a single town,^ He had, indeed, a sentiment 

i Though Sparfca was in a certain aenao not a town, but an ** agglutination 
of five adjacent villages,’* it had the political charaoteristics of a town— » 
common assembly and close intoroourse— in a peculiarly high degree, 
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of nationality extending beyond tie limits of Ids city : he 
recognised ties that bound him as a Dorian, say, to other 
Dorians, as a Hellene to other Hellenes ; but these sentiments 
were usually feeble in comparison with the patriotism that 
glowed in a good citizen for his own city. They prompted 
him to combine with other Hellenes in religious ceremonials 
and celebrations, and to aid them in war against foreign foes, 
—perhaps to form leagues, designed to be permanent, for 
military defence ; — -but they did not usually dispose him to 
form such a political union as would involve the sacrifice of 
the autonomy of his own city. The apparent exceptions to 
this general statement, though very extensive, are mostly 
either found among G-reeks who are behind the leading 
states in political and social development, ox they are 
cases of hard fact confiicting with an ideal still cherished. 
On the one hand, as Ereeman says,^ the robbers of 
Aetolia, the respectable but obscure townships of the 
Achaiaa shore, and some other of the less advanced and 
less important members of the Hellenic body ” — ^Acar- 
naoians, Phokians, and others, “ possessed, as far back as 
we can trace their history, some germs of a polity which 
may fairly entitle them to rank among Eederal common- 
wealths.” On the other hand, Greek history shows us 
many cities, sharing the full stream of Greek civilisation, 
that submit to the rule of other cities ; but the submission is 
mostly reluctant, and involves a sense of inferiority. Of 
civilised Greeks, in the palmy days of Greece, it is generally 
true that, however conscious an individual may be of wider 
circles of nationality, his city is the one political whole of 
which he permanently and strongly feels himself a part ; 
and though this city may be in fact dependent on Athens 
or Sparta, its independence is the ideal condition after 
which he aspires. 

This view of the political ideal of Greece finds emphatic 
expression in the writings of the philosophers Plato and 
Aristotle. However much these two great thinkers may 
disagree, they agree in taking as an ideal political com- 
^ Mulori/ of Tedercd Government, chap, ii. p, 16 (2nd edition). 
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munity a single city, together with the country required to 
supply the material needs of its inhabitants ; they cannot 
conceive a free civilised community, if really well governed, 
to be organised on a larger scale. 

We may distinguish different causes that combined to 
produce this effect, 

1. The primary cause of the growth of the town, as dis- 
tinct from the village, is of course economic ; it consists in 
the extension of exchange rendering convenient a larger 
aggregation of persons engaged in trade or manufactures in 
adjacent buildings. But 

2. The opportunities that the town affords for more 
habitual and varied communication of experience and thought, 
and for gratification of common sentiments by art, social 
expansion, and organised ceremonial, tend to mate urban 
civilisation far outstrip rural, especially before the discovery 
of printing. Thus civilised life seemed to the Greek to be 
necessarily connected with cities, where there was a market- 
place for daily meeting, ornamental temples and poxticc^es, 
theatres for music or recitation, gymnasia for athletic exer- 
cises, etc. 

But all this is only part of the required explanation. 
Civilisation has all over the world developed in towns ; the 
peculiarity of Greece is that they were independent towns 
with vigorous and intense national life. I have, however, 
already drawn attention to the physical conditions which 
had at least an important share in causing this independence ; 
namely the configuration of Greece, which at once separates 
by land and affords easy means of communication by sea : so 
that the more advanced Greek tribes acquired a blending of 
those habits of independence as regards outsiders, of mutual 
dependence and es^prit de corps within the community, that 
we find among mountaineers, with the awakened intellect 
and varied experiences of a seafaring people. 

3. Assuming this independence, we may note, as a third 
important reason for the Greek tendency to associate high 
political development with urban life, the large amount of 
protection which the walled town gave against hostile attack- 
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This made city life not only more delightful and elevated 
than village life, but safer. Villagers, if they could not hold 
their own against an invading enemy in the field, had to fly 
to trackless mountain coverts, or huddle wretchedly into 
little strongholds where their normal life could not be 
carried on ; but city life could go on at Athens during the 
Pelopoimesian war with full and vigorous pulsation — ^how- 
ever disagreeable it might be to see the Lacedaem9nians cut- 
ting down one's barley and fruit trees, and to have to turn 
out on cold nights to do garrison duty.^ 

Then, as gradually there formed itself in the Greek mind 
the conception of the State as the whole of which all 
the individual citizens were parts, to whose interests the 
interests of any individual might he legitimately sacrificed, 
and to whose will, as expressed in its constitution and laws, 
the wills of aU officials from highest to lowest were subordi- 
nate,— the city came at the same time to be conceived as the 
necessary outward framework of this inner political order. 
A larger State seemed to be incapable of furnishing the 
means for effective performance of civic functions, for how 
in such a State could the citizens meet in one assembly and 
receive announcements from one herald “ not being a 
atentor ” ? and how could they have the knowledge of each 
other's characters, necessary for determining questions of 
justice and distributing offices of state according to desert ? ^ 

Thus, while the material unity of the town, and the con- 
centration of life which it causes, assists the development of 
the conception of the State and the habits and patriotic 
sentiment attached to it, so, on the other hand, the develop- 
ment of political life thus inseparably connected with town 
life, completes and fls:es the Greek notion of the city com- 
munity — i.e. a community inhabiting a district with a city 
for centre — as the highest and ultimate form of human 
association. 

^ It is to be observed, however, that this walling round of whole large 
towns only becomes general gradually, e.g,i even Athens haa only its Acropolis 
fortified under the Pisiatratids. 

“ Aristotle, Pol iv. (viT.) iv. 
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§ 6. The process of transition from the village to the town, 
and from small towns to larger, was often, we may note, semi- 
compulsory, — it appears so in Athens and in Eome so 
far as we can dimly discern it through the mists of legend, — 
and we may conjecture that the process was powerfully pro- 
moted by the ambition of primitive kings whose dignity and 
wealth were enhanced by the result. At the same time it is, 
I thinlc, to this development of civilised life in small separate 
communities tending to become city-states, that the transition 
from kingship and the further series of stages through which 
the political institutions of Greece passed is largely to be 
attributed. While kingship spreads and develops among 
the Germanic tribes, during 'the first few centuries in which 
they are loiown to us, largely, it would seem, from the 
value that it is felt to have as the bond and symbol of 
national unity, so, on the other hand, the smallness and 
concentrated residence of the Hellenic communities appears 
to have rendered the bond superfluous and the symbol 
unimpressive. 

This is substantially Grote’s ^ explanation of the origin 
of the oligarchy in Greece. As he says when the personal 
deficiencies of the hereditary king came to be felt, “ there 
was nothing in the circumstances of the community which 
rendered the maintenance of such a dignity necessary 
for visible and efiective union ; in a single city and a 
small circumjacent community, collective deliberation and 
general rules, with temporary and responsible magistrates, 
were practicable without difficulty.” Thus . . . “ the 
inferior chiefs who had originally served as council to 
the king, found it possible to supersede him and to alternate 
the functions of administration among themselves ; retaining 
probably the occasional convocation of the general assembly 
as it had existed before, and with as little practical efficacy. 
Such was in substance the character of that mutation which 
occurred generally throughout the Grecian States, with the 
exception of Sparta : kingship was abolished, and an oli- 
garchy took its place — a council deliberating collectively, 
^ See Histoi'i/ of Greece, Part ir. chap. is. 
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deciding general matters by tbe majority of voices, and 
selecting some individuals of their omi body as temporary 
and accountable administrators. It was always an oligarchy 
which arose on the defeasance of the heroic kingdom ; the 
age of democratical movement was yet far distant, and the 
condition of the people — the general body of freemen — was 
not immediately altered, either for better or worse, by the 
revolution.” ^ 

As I have before said,^ I consider that Grote somewhat 
underrates the importance of the primitive assembly ; and 
his statement that it was “ always an oligarchy ” which took 
the place of the primitive kingship is probably too broad. 
As we saw just now, Polybius tells us that in the Achaean 
towns the violent overthrow of the monarchy led at once to 
democracy ; and it is easy to conceive that in small societies 
undisturbed by conquest, and out of the main stream of 
industrial and commercial progress, a comparative equality 
in wealth and manner of life was maintained among the 
citizens much longer than elsewhere, so that when the king 
was superseded what naturally followed was a moderate 
democracy, I conjecture that this may have been the case 
in some parts of Arcadia also. But spealdng broadly and 
generally, it is doubtless safe to affirm that when political 
society passed in Greece out of the stage of primitive Iring- 
ship, it passed into that of primitive oHgarchy, 

It is to be noted that the transition took place at very 
different times in different States. In the time of Thucy- 
dides there are no kings left in any of the city-states that 
are in the full current of Hellenic civilisation ; but that 
historian speaks (I, oh, iii.) of a king of the Thessalians ” 
in the middle of the fifth century, and we may infer from 
Herodotus (vii. 149) that Argos had a hereditary king at 
the time of the Persian war, whereas long before that date 
the so-called “ king ” at Athens has dropped to a mere 
elected member of a board of chief magistrates. In Corinth 
and Chalcis, the commercial centres which sent out colonies 
in the latter half of the eighth century, we learn that the 
^ Lect. ir, pp. 35, 36. 



IV 


TRANSITION PROM PRIMITIVE KINGSHIP 


73 


colonies were sent out by a trading oligarcby. In Athens 
too the process, according to tradition, bad begun before 
the middle of this century. 

The process in the case of Athens, where we can trace 
the change most definitely, appears to have been very 
gradual. Eirst the monarch ical oflB.ee is shorn of a part of 
its power by the appointment of a “ polemarch ” ox 
commander-in-chief distinct from the king ; then a third 
magistrate is appointed — ^who ultimately becomes 

the chief executive ofldcial for matters of internal govern- 
ment — and the kingly office ceases to be hereditary : then 
the term of oflGce for all three is limited to ten years : then 
the oifice of chief magistrate — hitherto confined to the royal 
house — is thrown open to all the nobles (euTrarptS^u) ; finally 
(683 B.c.) executive functions are divided among nine annual 
magistrates. Meanwhile it would seem that, as a natural 
consequence of these changes, the council of elders, that had 
in earlier times shared the functions of government with 
the king, gradually increased in power. Eor when the chief 
magistracy became elective, the election naturally fell to 
this body : then, when the term of oflBce became annual, 
as vacancies in the council were naturally filled by 
those who had served as magistrates, it is easy to under- 
stand how this permanent body would tend to become 
superior in prestige and power to the annual magistrate. 
When this process of change is complete, we have the 
oligarchical form of government definitely substituted fox the 
monarchical. 

The nature and ultimate result of this process of 
transition doubtless varied much in different communities ; 
but almost everywhere kingship goes. Probably the 
change spread from community to community largely by 
conscious imitation ; when one city had put down its 
king, its neighbour was moved to do the same ; probably 
the insolence, oppression, weakness, of some kings, the ability 
and good government of others, hastened it here, retarded it 
there ; but the result is too general and uniform not to be 
attributed mainly to general causes* And I think we may 
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largely attribute it to tbe simple conviction that as the 
unity and order of the grad.ually more civilised and 
concentrated community could be maintained without him, 
the single gift-devouring king had become a superfluous 
burden. 
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« 

EAELY OLiaARCHY IN THE GREEK CITY-STATE 

In the preceding lecture we were considering the movement 
towards oligarchy in Greece, and concentrating attention on 
the relation of nobles to monarch. The nature of the 
oligarchy that succeeded was, as I have said, different in 
different cases. In some cases the main powers of govern- 
ment were retained within the royal family or clan, until 
the period of Tyrannis arrives. This was the case (e.^,) at 
Corinth, where we are told that the house of the Bacchids 
or Bacchiads ruled for ninety years — ^the last half of the 
eighth and the first half of the seventh century b.c. ; a 
yearly magistrate being chosen out of the family to fill the 
place of the hereditary king. And, as I said before, we 
hear of similar kingly families exercising oligarchical rule 
in several other city-states up to the time of Tyranius. In 
other cases, so far as our knowledge goes, the power was 
shared among a group of families when monarchy declined, 
e.g. Eupatiidae at Athens and Hippobotae at Chalcia and 
Eretria in Euboea. 

Let us now turn to consider wbat change, if any, took 
place as regards the third governmental element in the 
primitive polity — the assembly of the freemen in arms. 
There is no reason to suppose that any change in power on 
this side necessarily accompanied the reduction of monarchy. 
Here, doubtless, as Homer would suggest, the predominance 
of the wealthy landowners was complete in many cases 
before kingship comes to an end : the king was only the 
coping-stone of an oligarchical structure of society. Still it 
is easy to understand how the abolition of monarchy would 

7 *^ 
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render tlxe governing families even more decidedly pre- 
dominant in this assembly, which we may suppose, with 
Grote, to have been retained with something like its 
primitive functions. But apart from any change in the 
relation of king to subordinate chiefs or elders, we may 
distinguish diSerent causes operating to give this assembly 
an oligarchical character — causes somewhat different in 
different classes of states. 

Before doing this it is needful to clear up a certain 
amount of vagueness and confusion that attaches to the 
ordinary notion of oligarchy. Oligarchy is defined by 
Aristotle as the rule of the rich few : and doubtless in 
times near Arkstotie’s the issue between oligarchy and 
democracy might be broadly stated as the question whether 
a rich minority should rule or the mass of free citizens. 
But this is not the only way in which Oligarchy = Buie of 
a minority might — or did — arise : since the whole body of 
citizens might be a minoritj^, even a small minority, as 
compared with non-citizens (even excluding slaves). 

This double conception of oligarchy ^ may be fitly illustrated 
from the case of the Greek state whose constitution most 
clearly recalls the features of the earliest known period — 
Sparta, the champion of oligarchy in Greece. We have in 
the Spartans a body of professional warriors — ^Herodotus 
reckons them at 8000 men at the time of the Persian war, 
and Aristotle reports a tradition that they were once as 
many as lO^OOO — an invading tribe permanently fixed by 
conquest in Sparta as owners of the land in certain parts 
of Laconia and Messenia; maintaining a singular system of 
rigorous education, drill, and semi-communistic regulation, 
with a view to the maintenance of simplicity of life and 
martial valour and skill. They lived on the produce of lands 
cultivated by a much larger number of serfs called “ Helots ’’ 
— at the battle of Plataea, in the Persian war, we find seven 

^ This double concepbion of oligarchy is overlooked by I?reBnian -when he 
treats the three elements of his primitive polity — 

King A f Monarchical elements. 

Council of chiefs I as simply equal to -! Oligarclucal „ 

Assembly of free warriors J iDemocrarin 
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Helots attending on each Spartan — serfs attached to the soil, 
but on]7 required to supply a iised amount of agricultural 
produce ; and they held in political dependence the person- 
ally free inhabitants of the rest of the territory, whom we 
may estimate at more than three times their nunaber. 

Their original constitution was, as I have before 
explained,^ the primitive polity but slightly modified. 
There were two kings — ^the cause of the duality not 
ascertainable, but probably due to an early coalescence of 
communities — ^whom we may regard as having originally 
the functions of the Homeric kings : in the period best 
known to us they were mainly important as hereditary 
generals ; though they retained special religious privileges 
and conspicuous special honours, and also certain judicial 
functions. Secondly, there was a senate of elders, composed 
of men over sixty, elected for life by the assembly of fully 
qualified citizens — elected by a quaint old fashion of acclama- 
tion, estimated by officials placed so that they could not see 
who was acclaimed. Thirdly, there was the general assembly 
of full citizens over thirty, who had the power of electing 
senators and high magistrates, and whose assent was required 
in the rare event of a new law, and for the determination of 
war and peace, and the ratification of treaties.^ This assembly 
of full citizens may be assumed to have originally consisted 
of the descendants of the whole conquering tribe — speaking 
broadly : but the condition of paying the contribution 
necessary to provide the common meals — ^which every 
Spartan with full civic rights was obliged to share — ex- 
cluded the very poor : and this exclusion grew more im- 
portant as time went on, 

I ought to mention a remarkable restriction in the power 
of the assembly, said to have been made a century after 

1 Leci ir, pp. 38, 39. 

When Herodotus) (vi. 56) tells us that the kings have the ** right of 
making war upon whatever country they please, without hindrance from 
any other Spartans,'* I think ho must be understood to mean not the right 
of declaring war, but of determining the course of the campaign after the 
declaration of war. Or Herodotus may have made a simple mistake ; cf.. 
Thno. T. XX. Of. also Herodotus, iii, 46 ; v. 64 ; vi. 1 06. 
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Lycurgus, that “ in case the people resolved on a wrong 
coprse the senate with the rulers should reverse their 
decision.” ^ It has been inferred ^ that this must have re- 
duced the decision of the assembly to a mere form : but I 
think it evidently in no way affected their power of refusing 
assent to what was proposed — preventing any proposed change 
— it only gave an equal power of prevention to the senate. 

This was the ongmel constitution : but there was pre- 
sently added a board of Ephors or Supervisors, elected 
annually in some way which we do not precisely know, 
but which, Plato says, comes near election by lot. 
Appointed, it seems, originally for police purposes, and as 
a check to neglecb of duty or misuse of power by other 
magistrates, these Ephors gradually increased their power 
and became the supreme executive for domestic affairs, 
with a considerable amount of control even in war. 
Their power, in its nature and extent, the secrecy and 
relentless severity with which it was exercised, and 
its object — the maintenance of the constitution alike 
against discontented Spartans and discontented serfs and 
dependants — ^has some striking resemblance to that of the 
Council of Ten at Venice. They could arrest and imprison 
any Spartan — even magistrates, suspending them from their 
functions : even the longs were bound to appear before 
them after being three times summoned ; and they had 
power of liEe and death over the serf cultivators and the 
inhabitants of the dependent towns of Laconia. 

Now, in modern times, no one seems to have any doubt 
that the Spartan government is oligarchical or aristocratic 
(the two terms being used nearly convertibly — ^not dis- 
tinguishing as Plato and Aristotle do the government of 
men of merit ” from the " government of the few rich ”). 
But there is considerable disagreement as to the reason why 
it is so. Is it (1) because the Spartans are few compared 
to their many serfs and subjects ? Or is it (2) because the 

1 Pint. Ll/C, vi. 7. 

* See Spencer, Political InsiitutionSf § 488 ; derived from Grote, Part n. 
ohap- vi. Grote’s view, however, is that which I have given, 
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Spartans themselves are a many governed by a few 1 The 
former answer is not, I think, what a Greek would ordinarily 
have given. The Greeks regarded the Helots as broadly 
equivalent to the slaves in other cities, and Aristotle at 
least in considering the political constitution of Sparta 
ignores the non-Spartan inhabitants of Laconia altogether. 
And if we consider merely the internal political relations of 
the Spartan community, they present rather a doubtful and 
changing,* than a clearly oligarchical character. There may 
have been a time at which the “ real power was in the 
hands of the senate ^ but in Aristotle’s time it is clear 
that the substance of power had passed into the hands 
of the Board of Supervisors or Ephors. Aristotle speaks, 
indeed, of the senatorship as a position of great dignity 
and honour — “ prize of merit ” — but he does not describe 
it as having more than judicial fimctions ; whereas he 
speaks of the Board of Ephors as “having the decision 
in the most important matters,” and having “ very great 
and despotic power.” And though Grote, taking this latter 
view, calls the Spartan government a “ close, unscrupulous, 
and well-obeyed oligarchy,” we may infer from Aristotle 
that, in the view of Greek political thinkers, the application 
of the term “ oligarchical ” to the power of Ephors over 
Spartans would have seemed at least doubtful. The ofiB.ce 
of Ephor was open to all full citizens ; the mode of election, 
not precisely known, was certainly so far democratic that it 
gave no advantage to wealth and social position (Aristotle 
complains that it admitted “ poor and venal ” candidates) ; 
the Board only held office for a year, and were responsible 
like other magistrates when they laid it down. Accordingly, 
Aristotle’s view is that when the Ephors became predominant 
'^the polity gradually changed from aristocracy to demo- 
cracy,” 2 i.e. of course so fax as rule over fully qualified 
Spartan citizens is concerned. 

Hence, so far as Sparta can be properly viewed as clearly 
and permanently exemplifying the oligarchical principle, — 

^ See Bluntschli, Theory of the State, Book vr. chap, xvii. 

2 See Aristotle, PohTica, ii. ch, ix. : compare also vi. (iv.) oh. ix. 
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and certainly, as Aristotle recognises, Spartan policy was 
steadily on the side of oligarchy elsewhere in Greece, — it 
must be on account of the relation of the whole body of 
the Spartans as a ruKng few ” to a very much larger 
subject population. From this point of view the Ephorate 
may doubtless be regarded as an eminently oligarchical 
institution — I mean eminently adapted to the maintenance 
of a ruling minority against revolutions, whether initiated 
among their subjects or among discontented members of 
their own body. But it is important clearly to apprehend 
the difference between the two points of view. If we con- 
ceive of Sparta as an oligarchy throughout its history, it is 
not that the free warriors of Sparta lost their share of political 
power, but that they became practically a governing few in 
relation to their serf ■'Cultivators and the free inhabitants 
of the dependent towns of Laconia. It is from this point of 
view only that Spartan rule is clearly oligarchical, at all 
periods of its history ; though in later times the reduction 
of the number of fully qualified citizens,^ through loss of the 
means required as provision for the regular training, made 
the fully qualified citizens a minority even of Spartans. 

§ 2. And though the Lycurgean institutions of Sparta were 
unique, this kind of oligarchy, in which the original assembly 
of armed freemen of a conquering tribe becomes a “ few 
among the conquered many,. is by no means unique. It is 
clear, e.g. that the Dorians in Argos entered into a relation 
to the conquered Achaeans closely similar to that of the 
Dorians in Sparta ; we have the serf -cultivators of the land 
appropriated by the conquerors — only called Gymnetes 
instead of Helots — and a similar group of dependent towns 
ox villages, whose inhabitants had civil freedom but no 
political independence. So again, in the towns of Crete 
we find a similar threefold structure of society ; Dorian 
conquerors, serf-cultivators, free but dependent provincials, 
and in Cretan institutions as in the Spartan, the assent of 
the assembly of free warriors is required to important 
measures ; though Aristotle tells us that in his time it had 
^ See Appendix, Note A, 
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no substantial power. And it is at least not improbable 
that in most other places Dorian conquest led to a some- 
what similar result at first. In other parts of Greece where 
the political society historically laiown to ns traces its 
origin to conquest, the result, so far as our information 
goes, was — ^ultimately if not at first — a government entirely 
in the hands of leading families, or small groups of families. 
This seems to have been the case in Thessaly, where the power 
in difierenl; cities seems to have been in the hands of noble 
families tracing their descent from Heracles; also in Thebes, and 
in Boeotia generally, where all we hear indicates oligarchical 
rule strictly limited to a hereditary group of landowning 
families, which seems to narrow in course of time. So among 
the Dorians we hear of political privileges confined to 180 
men in Epidaurus ; and we find a similar limitation in Elis. 

But it is not only through conquest that this Icind of 
oligarchical position is acquired by the body that represents 
the aggregate of free warriors of the tribe. For in the 
Greek city-state generally citizenship depends normally on 
inheritance ; the children of aliens born within the territory 
remain normally aliens — ^they are only admitted to citizen- 
ship by special favour, except at crises of change.^ Hence 
any Greek community might easily become, in this sense, 
oligarchically constituted as it grew from smaU beginnings 
into a fiourishing city ; the number of free non-citizens 
attracted by its prosperity exceeding that of citizens thus 
limited by inheritance. 

I conceive that oligarchical government may often have 
resulted in this way in the earliest stages of the history 
of a colony. The earliest settlers would divide the land 
they occupied for the most part into equal lots — it having 
been on this understanding that the original settlers collected 
together, — and as the colony flourished and grew, the de- 
scendants of these land shareholders ” 2 would keep the 

^ In this fiiey differed, of course, from modem Europe, wheje the ohildi'on 
of aliens usually become citizens of the country in which they are born, 

® 7aju6/Jot or 7ewjii6pot. At Syracuse and Samos they were oUgaichical, not 
at Athena, 

a 
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privileges of citizensliip to themselves, excluding both 
their serfs and the trading population that the prosperity 
of the town gradually attracted : and thus the government 
would gradually become ohgarchical.^ 

On the other hand where, as in Athens, the city-state 
that we historically know was formed by integration ” — ^that 
is the 'political coalescence of a number of smaller towns that 
still continued to have a separate existence — ^it seems that 
this coalescence itself must have tended to throw the share 
of power originally exercised by the citizens m masse into the 
hands of the larger proprietors — ^the men of old family and 
wealth — who actually took up their abode in the central 
town. They alone would remain practically citizens in the 
full political sense, for even though the smaller proprietors 
were not formally excluded from the assemblies, they would 
seldom be able to attend. 

Thus, as I conceive, in more than one way, without any 
formal change in the political position of the old assembly 
of freemen, a concentration of political power in the hands 
of a comparatively small minority of the free members of 
the community might be gradually brought about. 

§ 3. There is, however, a further important cause — ^trace- 
able in some cases, and which we may assume to be tolerably 
widespread — ^tending to produce an economic condition favour- 
able to oligarchy, namely, growing inequality of property. 
There is, I think, sufficient evidence of an indirect kind, to 
make it probable that in primitive Greece the tenure of land 
was at first largely collective ; that is, with pasture common, 
and allotments of land approximately equal, appropriated 

^ The Tranavaal ia an instance in our own time of the development of an 
oligarchy in this way. 

I suppose that a process of this kind had taken place at ApoUonia on the 
Ionian sea, and at Thera, where Aristotle {Pol vi, (iv.) iv. 9 (1290 b)) tells 
us that there was “ a minority of simply free ” — not necessarily wealthy — 
“ citizens ruling a majority,” the civic honours being ” engrossed by the 
families which claimed a pre-eminent nobility, as having been the original 
founders of the colonies, although they were numerically few and tJieir subjects 
were many.” As I go on to explain, the number of the ruling class would 
usually tend to bo diminished by the loss of land — and consequently of full 
civic rights — on the part of many of the descendants of the ori<rinal citizens. 
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perliaps at fiist temporarily to ordinary members of tie 
community : larger portions being specially appropriated to 
ciiefs and sometimes to braves wio iave rendered special 
service to tie community. 

As regards pasture, tie fact tiat values in early times 
were measured in cattle seems decisive ; since it is difficult 
to see iow cattle could be a convenient medium of exciange 
unless pasture was in common. As regards arable land, a 
ciange seems to be taking place during tie period of com- 
position of tie Homeric poems. In tie lUad, wiile we read 
of common arable land, it is notewortiy tiat none of tie 
terms applied to a rici man imply landownersiip ; tie 
rici man is oitier described as a “ man of many flocks and 
herds or as a man of much gold and much copper.’’ 
And even in tie Odyssey the term applied to a large land- 
owner, man of many lots,” carries us back to tie time 
when portions of land — doubtless roughly equal — were 
distributed by lot among heads of famiies. Again, tie 
old institution of common meals, at Sparta and elsewhere, 
is probably a survival from collective ownership of land by 
a group of real ox fictitious kinsmen. 

Even after complete appropriation had come in, we find 
from Aristotle tiat there were several states, e.g. Sparta, in 
which, for some time longer, the buying and selling of tie 
lots of land was either altogether prohibited or discouraged — 
only permitted under exceptional circumstances. Still, even 
tie division of inheritances in families of varying size would 
tend to inequality ; and the tendency would operate more 
rapidly when sale and purchase was permitted. 

How we may fairly infer from Solon’s constitution — 
taken in connexion with the analogies of Rome and 
Germany — ^that for some time after private property in 
land had been fully developed civic privileges and burdens 
remained connected with the ownership of land of a certain 
value. The landless freeman who had to work as a hired 
labourer would be relieved of the duty of fighting at his 
own charge, and would therefore probably lose his place in 
the assembly of freemen. The political power of large 




84 


DEVELOPMENT OF EUROPEAN POLITY 


LECT, 


landowners would, in any case, tend to increase as their 
possessions increased. And this increase of power would be 
specially marked so long as the importance of cavalry was 
predominant in war ; which was the case in early times — 
not of course equally everywhere, still widely,^ The infantry 
seems to have long remained an unorganised rabble, except 
at Sparta, Obviously, only the comparatively rich could 
aferd cavalry equipment for themselves and their followers. 
Thus we understand how, as Aristotle tells us, the first 
poUty ” or constitutional government in Greece, which was 
formed after the era of the kings, was substantially under the 
control of the knights ” landowners who formed troops 
of cavalry at their own charges. I conceive, however, that 
the smaller landowners, who would serve as foot-soldiers at 
their own charges, — called at Athens land-shareholders ’’ 
{r^feoijMopoi) in distinction to the gentry of old family {eiiraTpL 
Sao ) — ^would retain a place in the assembly of free citizens 
and the right to take a part in elections, though the oflaces 
and the substantial power would he concentrated in the 
hands of the gentry. 

This constitution Aristotle does not consider to have 
been at first ohgarchical in the had sense of the term : ix. 
not an oppressive or selfish rule of the few. And, thoiigh 
I do not regard Aristotle as an important authority on a 
period so early, I think it probable that this was largely 
true : that these early governments of few may he fairly 
called natural oligarchies,"’ meaniug that power was left 
in the hands of the Few, because the Many were not fit for 
it and did not seem to themselves to be so. 

I conceive, then, that oligarchical conditions come to 
predominate not m one simple way, but in a variety of ways ; 
partly through the concentration of power in the hands of 
the old council, raised in power by the substitution of an 

1 I may observe that as the art of war progressed the preponderance was 
transferred from the knights to the heavy-armed infantry, and at a later 
stage again, old-fashioned soldiers were startled to find battles lost and won 
by light-armed troops : and Aristotle says that the development of tliia form 
of warfare gave an important gain to the poorer citizens in civil dissensions. 

* Pol, VI. (iv.) 13. See Appendix, Note B. 
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anniial magistrate or board of magistrates for the hereditary 
king ; partly through the limitation of the numbers of fully 
qualified citizens (a) by the exclusion of the conquered in 
states founded on conquest and of later immigrants in 
colonies, and (b) by the efiect of inequality of wealth and 
of political '^integration^’ combined in states like Attica. 
Oligarchy is thus established in the states taldng the lead 
in civilisation as early as the eighth century. As I said, in 
the period of colonisation which begins soon after the middle 
of the eighth century — in which Corinth and Chalcis in 
Euboea take a leading part — these commercial states have 
already passed into the stage of oligarchy. But it begins 
at different times in different communities and lasts for 
varying periods. Then in the seventh century the move- 
ment against oligarchy begins — but in parts of Greece 
where agricultural industry predominates and conservative 
habits hold sway, it lasts longer, so far as we know un- 
disturbed. 

Frequently, however, in the first stage of the struggle 
for power between the oligarchs and the masses, the defeat 
of the oligarchs does not result in the establishment of 
democratic institutions : Demos in this first stage is imiipe 
fijr rule. The mass of free citizens have not sufficient 
diffused intelligence and faculty of combination to grasp 
collectively the reins of power : these are seized by an 
ambitious individual who has taken the lead of the move- 
ment with an eye to his own aggrandisement. Thus we 
have Tyrannis, a reversion to monarchy, hut to monarchy 
in almost all cases of an irregular unconstitutional kind, 
universally regarded as a breach of right and established 
order, even when the monarch governed with mildness and 
good cflect. 
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TYRANNIS 

§ L I HAV33 before spoken of tlie phenomenon of “ Tyrannis 
— ^tlie tendency, at a certain stage or stages of the develop- 
ment of Greek polity, for the government to fall into the 
hands of a single individual, who — in all the particular 
cases of lifelong despotism historically known to us — obtains 
power in a violent and irregular way ; and who sometimes 
succeeds not only in holding it for life, but also in trans- 
mitting it at his death to some member of his family. 
Tins, as 1 said, is a feature which distinguishes the develop- 
ment of Greek from that of Eoman polity ; and it is also 
interesting to the student of Political Science, 'from the 
remarkable parallel which we find to it in the political 
development of the medieval city-community in Italy— to 
which I shall draw attention later. 

I use the Greek name Tyrannis,” because, on the one 
hand, the English word Tyranny” suggests too decidedly 
that the Tyrannus used his power in a practically oppressive, 
arbitrary, and cruel manner. This was often so, but not 
always, and the Greek word, as used by writers of the fifth 
and fourth centuries, does not imply it. Thus Aristotle, 
writing in the last quarter of the fourth century, tells us that 
there are two methods by which a Tyrannus ” might preserve 
his power : the repressive, which was the method adopted 
by the majority, and the conciliatory ; but he imphes that 
a Tyrantius who governed with mildness or moderation 
would be none the less a Tyrannus. On the other hand, 
the word despot ” does not sufficiently suggest the lawless 
and irregular character of the power. And this is a 
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funrlainentally important characteristic, at least down to 
the time of the Macedonian pTedominance. The Greek 
Tyrannis, in almost every case laio’vvn to ns in free Greece, 
begins in a c^oup dlekU, and remains irregular^ and lawless- 
We know of no case in which an independent Greek state 
ever “ offers a crown,” unless the acceptance of Gelon as 
Idng of Syracuse, after the victory over the Carthaginians, 
is an exception : and even this is not quite clear. 

In considering the extent and conditions of Tyrannis, we 
are led to distinguish between an earlier and a later period. 
The earlier period favourable to Tyrannis begins, so far as 
we know, in tlie first half of the seventh century, in Greece 
proper ; and in this region and in the islands and Asiatic 
oitiCvS (leaving out of account the eastern cities that 
have fallen imder Persian rule) has, speaking broadly, 
come to an end before the end of the sixth century. It 
must be understood that it begins and ends at different 
times in different cities : and that in no particular case is 
this irregular despotism, even when it becomes hereditary, 
very long-lived. According to Aristotle the duration of 
the Tyrannis of Sicyon — a hundred years — is the longest. 
But the “ Age of the Tyrants ” in these regions may be taken 
to be about 650 to 500 B.c. Then^follows the time of vigorous 
and brilliant republican life which begins with the Persian 
wars and lasts till the predominance of Macedonia. This 
is the period which we chiefly read about when we read 
Greek history : it is the time when the political conscious- 
ness of the Greek city-state is at its height, and republican 
sentiment, whether oligarchical or democratic, is on the 
whole too strong to admit of a lapse into despotism. 

In the younger colonies of Sicily and Southern Italy, 
the period of the earlier Tyrannis begins and ends at a later 
date. It does not begin tilLthe.enii of the seventh aentr^, 
and its most brilliant time in Sicily is the first quarter of 
!the fifth century — ^not long before the general putting down 
of Tyranni, 467 b.c. 

Then what we may distinguish as the later Tyrannis 
begins soon after 400 b.c. : but, at least until the time 
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of tho Macedonian supremacy, it does not spread to any 
extent comparable to the earlier. The divstinction between 
the two is not to be pressed too far, as if there were a 
sharp division between the types belonging to the two 
periods respectively ; but, spealdng broadly, the causes of 
the two are different. The causes of the earlier Tyrannis 
belong more to the inner political development of the 
Greek city-states : it is usually rendered possible — the 
opportunity is given — by the iorst imperfect movements 
towards popular government. The causes of the later 
Tyrannis appear to lie more outside the general develop- 
ment of the polity ; political disorder is always a favouring 
condition, but an important cause is the growing tendency 
to employ mercenaries. 

Another kind of cause, which is operating in certain 
parts at the end of the first as well as in the second period, 
is the relation of weak states to powerful neighbours. An 
individual ruler is found by the powerful neighbour to be 
the most convenient way of governing what is practically 
a dependency. From this cause, for example, Tyrannis 
became prevalent in Ionia on the coast of Asia Minor at 
the end of the sixth century n.o., — and in Greece generally 
after the conq^uest of Persia by Alexander, and before the 
development of Federalism, as manifested in the growth 
of the Achaean League, largely brings it to an end. 

Speaking broadly, we may say then that the earlier 
Tyrannis occurs before the citizens of Greek city- 
states have arrived at full political consciousness. The 
later revives, after the habits of peaceful industry have 
diminished the ordinary citizen’s power and habit of self- 
defence. And accordingly, as Aristotle explains, the person 
who becomes Tyraunus J^s, a jdifferent type iu^eiinh^pa^e. In 
the earlier times, before rhetoric was developed, the man who 
acquired the position of leader of the popular movement 
was usually a map of military; jAilii^ ; so that the transition 
from demagogue to Tyrannus was easy, and the Tyrannus 
oftke first period was for 'the'^niosr part developed out of a 
demagogue. The later demagogue, on the other hand, was 
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ordinarily not a fighting man, and therefore not qualified for 
a successful coup cVetat : and the later Demos, having arrived 
at political maturity, was generally less easy to deceive. 
But though more difficult to wheedle it might be coerced ; 
and the development of the mercenary system of fighting 
offered dangerous opportunities for coercion by daring 
adventurers with miUtary ability, especially when faction 
and bad government had weakened the attachment to 
constitutional government and the efiective coherence of 
the community. 

§ 2. The causes of the movement against early oligarchy 
seem to be : — 

1. Oppression of smaller cultivators by men of wealthy 
partly by encroachments on common rights, as, e,g,, m 
Megara, where Theagenes the tyrant killed the cattle of the 
rich that were encroaching on common land ; ^ partly again — 
as civihsation goes on — through increasing recourse on the 
part of the smaller cultivators to the dangerous resource of 
borrowing from the rich, so that the rich oppress the poor 
as creditors under the old severe laws against debt — as in 
Borne later. 

2. In commercial towns the growth of new wealth outside 
the closed group of old families, which raised up a growing 
force of new claimants for full citizenship. ^ 

3. The awakenment of mind due to trade and communica- 
tion ; and concomitant decaying of old simplicity of maimers 
and old moral restraints, leading to more offensive luxury 
and insolence of the rich.^ 

To these we may add : 4, Distrust of unwritten law, 
which gradually came to be used more and more as an 
instrument of oppression by the rich who administered it. 

This last, and partly the first, is sometimes met by 
the introduction of written codes. The seventh century is 
the period in which the codifier or legislator appears for the 

^ Aristot. Pol viT. (v.) ch. v. 9 (1309 a). 

^ See Appendix, Note C, on Early Oligarchy and Trade, 

^ Aristotle {Pol. vn. (v.) x. 19 (1311 b)) tolls ub that the Penthalidao 
wore put down at Mitylene in Lesbos, because they went about the streets 
bcatincr honest citizens with bludoeons. 
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first tirae in history as distinct from legend, as well as 
the Tyrannus, He appears first in the colonies ; Zalencus at 
Locri (about 662 b,o.) is mentioned as the first author of 
written legislation,^ and Charondas of Catana was not 
much later. In both cases it seems a probable conjecture 
that the codifier saved the state from Tyrannis. About 
the same time as Charondas, or earlier, we have Dracon's 
legislation at Athens, and, a little later, Solon’s. The latter, 
however, did not prevent Tyrannis.^ We do not know 
how far Zaleucus or Charondas or Dracon had political 
power entrusted to them. Solon, we know, had, and he 
accordingly may be classed as an example of the Aesymnete. 
The Aesymnete was, as Aristotle says,^ a despot or dictator — 
that is he had unlimited power — ^but elected according to law ; 
elected either for life or for a term of years — Solon only 
for one year — or to do a particular work. The instance 
Aristotle gives is Pittacus of Mitylene, who was appointed 
fox ten years (590-580 B.c,). Aristotle says that he was 
the framer of a code, but not of a polity (eyez/ero vofimv 
hrifjbLovp^o<; d\X’ ov TroXtreias, Pol, II. xii. 13). Probably 
he made the oligarchy tranquil and tolerable ; at any 
rate we hear of no Tyrannus afterwards^ But this 
regularly appointed dictator is exceptional ; the far more 
ordinary phenomenon is Tyrannis. 

§ 3. In considering the conditions of the earlier Tyraimis 
we must bear in mind the great inequality in development 

^ Sfcrabo, vi. 259. 

* Solon does not “ save Athens from tyranny,” but gives a better prepara- 
tion for working democracy ; the forma of the Solonian constitution seem to 
have lasted through the Tyrannis. 

® Arist. Pol, in. ch. siv. 9 (1285 a) ; vi. (rv.) oh. x. 2 (1295 a). 

* But Pittacus comes after a Tyrannis ; indeed he put down a Tyrannus, 
Melanchrus (612-609 B.a. circa). Nic. Bamasc. fr. 64 (Ap. Mullet, vol. iii. 
pp. 388, 9) mentions as an Aesymnete Epimenides at Miletus, who was 
appointed in consequence of the murder of one Neleid by another who 
made himself Tyrannus ; the rule of the Neleids was thus put down. This 
is not obviously due to a movement against oligarchy. Also Gilbert {Oriech, 

vol. ii. p, 141) remarks that Aristarchus at Ephesus — at the time 
of the revolt of tho Persians against the Medes — ^is rather an Aesymnete than 
a Tyrannus. On the whole, there is inadequate evidence that the Aesymnete 
results from a striigrgle of Demos against OHp^archy. 
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of different parts of Greece, owing to which, even within the 
little area of Greece and her colonies, difierent independent 
communities were at the same time at different stages of 
development. 

Civilisation, carrying with it tendencies to political change, 
came to Greece from the sea ; so that the inland populations 
tended to fall behind the maritime in political development. 
And it came from the South and East. Egj^^pt and Phoenicia, 
especially Phoenicia, handed on the torch of civilisation to 
Greece ; so that the inhabitants of the North-west were 
behind tliose of tlie East and South — even the maritime 
parts — except so far as they received colonies from Corinthj 
whose exceptional position enabled her to trade equally with 
East and West alilco. This inequality of development is 
strikingly shown by the different times at which different 
parts of Greece adopted city life. This is a point of much 
importance. The type of political society, of which the 
political and social life is concentrated in a central city, 
became, as we have seen, as civilisation in Greece developed, 
the recognised prevalent of a civilised poUty. But we 
must not suppose that the small independent communities 
of Greece assumed this form at anything like the same time 
everywhere. It is true, on the one hand, that it is coming 
in in Homer. In the Odyssey the chiefs and nobles of 
Ithaca, the class from which Penelope’s suitors came, are 
conceived by the ninth- or eighth-century poet as all liviag 
in the single city of the island, and the foreign suitors are 
described as those from other cities.” ^ On the other hand, 
Thucydides ^ teUs us that in his times, the latter half of the 
fifth century, the western Locrians, Aetolians, Acarnanians, 
and other inhabitants of the north-western continent of 
Greece lived stiU in the old-fashioned way in small unfortified 
villages, and consequently retained the old habit of carrying 
arms, which had been long ago abandoned in the growing 
security of the more civilised parts of Greece. In a great 
part of Arcadia, again, the canton,” or group of villages, 
remained the normal political unit until a comparatively late 
1 0 ^ -Hv. 41« =* Thnn t. 5, 



92 


DEVELOPMENT OF EUROPEAN POLITY 


LECT. 


period : and it is interesting to trace in the case of Arcadia — ■ 
of which more is Icnown than of the western parts of which 
Thucydides speaks— the gradual process by which the urban 
type of polity invades the mountainous district. The most 
striking events in this process are the cases of what the 
Greeks called synoikism ” — a conception and fact quite 
peculiar to Greek history — the dehberate and artificial 
transformation of a number of villages into a town ; of which 
a conspicuous and well-known case is the foundation in the 
fourth century of a ‘'great city,” Megalopolis, in the south 
of Arcadia, as a rival to and bulwark against Sparta, founded 
at the instigation of the Thebans after the battle of Leuctra. 

It must be observed that this synoikism has a double 
aspect, political and material. It is essentially and primarily 
a political change, but it carries with it a material change 
to a varying extent. What is determined and enforced is 
that the political life of a group of villages, which have 
liitherto been largely independent, is to be carried on in 
either a new city or an old city enlarged ; that the govern- 
ing assemblies and councils should meet in this city, and 
the governing individuals permanently reside there. As to 
the rest of the villagera, it would be usually left open to 
them to reside in their old dwellings if they like ; but if 
they do, they must be content to be governed from the 
central town. 

In earlier times the process of “ integrating ” the canton 
— ^the political community scattered in villages and small 
towns, with considerable local independence — ^into a city-state 
was doubtless less artificial and more gradual : but in one 
fortn or another it is going on all through Greek history. 

I noticed in the last lecture how, in the earlier time, this 
change first tends in the direction of oligarchy so far as the 
constitution of the assembly is concerned. The rich men 
congregate in the new or enlarged city, the poor cannot 
afford to leave their farms ; so that even without any formal 
deprival of old constitutional rights, the latter would cease 
practically to attend the general assembly of freemen. At 
the same time, the same concentration, as the industrial and 
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commercial element of the cities grows, naturally favours 
the movement towards democracy, of which the earlier stage 
gives the opportunity for Tyrannis* 

But this growth of industrial elements, again, would take 
place very differently in different states, even where the 
government was centralised. In preponderantly agricultural 
districts, where the mobility of mind due to easy com- 
munication with foreigners, the variety of industry that 
trade brings with it, and the accompanying enlargement of 
desires are not found, the old “ natural oligarchy of rich 
landowners would naturally remain much longer ; and in 
such districts, when the time for democratic movement came, 
the idea of Tyrannis had become abhorrent to the political 
consciousness of Greece generally, so that this stage drops 
out in their development. 

§ L Accordingly we cannot regard Tyrannis — even in the 
period known as the age of the Tyrants — as a stage through ^ 
which the Greek polity universally or even normally passes, 
though it is a stage very generally passed through by states 
developing under certain conditions. Certainly there are 
many instances of Tyrannis, and doubtless more would be 
known to us if our information were more complete. But, 
looking closer, we are able to distinguish, and it seems to me 
important to distinguish, the parts of Hellas and her colonies 
— expanded Hellas — where the conditions during a certain 
period were favourable to Tyrannis from those where they 
were unfavourable. 

In the cities on the coast of Asia Minor, and the Sicilian 
and Italian colonies, it seems very general, and iu those 
parts of old Greece that were open to the influence — at once 
civilising and disturbing — of commerce. But we cannot 
say this of the larger part of old Greece. 

Let us glance at it. Passing over the less civilised and 
progressive peoples of the north-west, where primitive con- 
ditions of life and village communities went on, we find in 
Thessaly that oligarchical conditions continue much teyond 
the period of early Tyrannis, and when Tyiannus at length 
comes in, it is not the demagogue Tyrannus. Then in 
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Boeotia we do not hear of Tyi’anrda. There is a close 
oligarchy at Thebes at the time of the Persian war, which 
seems to be a survival of an old state of things, and when 
the time comes in the fourth century for an effective demo- 
cratic movement, it is too late for Tyrannis ; and probably 
this is true of other Boeotian cities. Passing to Pelo- 
ponnesus — in Sparta and Laconia of course there was no 
Tyrannis : nor was there in Argos, which was saved perhaps 
by the survival of kingship with reduced powers. JSfor have 
we any evidence of Tyrannis in Elis nor in the smaller, 
more democratic communities of Achaea, or in the cantons 
of mountainous Arcadia. 

On the other hand, Attica and the maritime and mostly 
commercial states of the Isthmus and Euboea — Sicyon, 
Megara, Corinth, Chalcis — -aSord, from the middle of the 
seventh century onward, famous instances of the earlier 
Tyrannis ; and, as I said, in a period somewhat later, we find 
it flourishing in the colonies — including the city-states of the 
Asiatic coast formed by Greek immigration before colonisa- 
tion proper begins. It is especially rife in the Sicilian 
colonies, where it has a brilliant career. Colonial polity 
was doubtless naturally more mobile,^ and perhaps also the 
mingling of races was favourable to Tyrannis. 

And this leads me to notice that in some cases, again, 
Tyrannis seems to be excluded, even in regions where it 
abounds, by the broadening of the basis of the oligarchy. 
It is not an infallible remedy, but it seems, on the whole, 
efficacious. For example, there are five cases ^ — one in 
Asia Minor, three in Italy, one in northern Greece — in 
which, though the government is still regarded as an 
oligarchy, the supreme deliberative body is in number a 
“ Thousand.^^ Considered relatively to the size of the 
Greek city-state, and as compared, e.g., with the ohgarchical 
rule of single families, or small groups of families, this may 

^ See Appendix, Note D, on Priority of Colonies in Civilisation. 

® Kyme in Aeolia, Opus and its colony Italian Locri, Uhegium, Croton. 
There is also Colophon, hut I think the evidence for the existence of a 
formally limited j)Olibioal body of this kind at Colophon is not adequate. 
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be regarded as a broad-bottomed oligarcliy : and in one case 
at least its establishment is described as an extension of 
citizenship. Now, it is noteworthy that in three out of these 
five cases we hear nothing of Tyrannis (though four of them 
are in the region of Tyrannis), and in one of the rema inin g 
two the Tyrannus is clearly imposed from without, as an 
instrument of foreign rule. Accordingly, though our infor- 
mation is very imperfect, it seems fair to assume that this 
broad-bottomed oligarchy was less exposed to the disorders 
that gave the opportunity to the would-be Tyrannus. 

Similarly, in one or two cases where we hear of an 
extension of political privilege leading to a governing body 
of 600, we do not hear of Tyrannis.^ 

§ 6. Before leaving Tyrannis a word should be said of its 
efiects. It is difficult for us to judge of these, especially 
in the earlier form, for we feel that some deduction must be 
made from the darkly coloured accoimts of the ancient 
writers ; we have the proverbial “ lion painted by the 
man ; we do not know the case for the other side. 

It is nevertheless noteworthy that in Greece, in spite 
of the prevalence of the Tyrannus in fact, we do not 
hear any theoretical defence of him. For instance, we 
do not hear that he ever posed as the defender of 
order, or religion, or as the embodiment of the wiH of 
the people and vindicator of its rights against oligarchical 
oppression. That is a defence which modern writers have 
given for him, hut I know no Greek writer who gives 
it : and though, as we have seen, many tyrants make 
their way into Tyrannis through demagogy, they are not 
usually described as even theoretically maintaining the 
character of popular leader when they have established 
their rule. Practically, no doubt, they do this to some 
extent, especially the original Tyraimua ; he continues his 
demagogy, but his successors usually assunae the monarch. 
Thus, in the case of the famous 100 years Tyrannis at 
Sicyon, Cleisthenes is said to have crowned the man who 

^ Ileraclea, Massalia (Arisfc. Pol vn. (v.) vi. 3), but compare Syracuso in 
the fourth century. 
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decided against him as umpire in an athletic contest.^ So 
at Athens, Pisistratus is said to have stood his trial before 
the Areopagus. So at Corinth, again, Cypselos was noted 
as having never had a bodyguard of spearmen during his 
rule. But this popularity seems to wear out, if not in 
the lifetime of the first Tjrrannus, at any rate in that of his 
successor— if he succeeds in making his power hereditary. 
So that Demos often joins cordially — and sometimes with 
passionate resentment — in the expulsion of the despot.^ 

But no doubt it was chiefiy the rich and well-born who 
had cause to hate the Tyrannus. Certainly the repressive 
method ” of despotic rule, which Aristotle characterises for 
us, was directed chiefly against the well-to-do. The repres- 
sion of banquets and clubs, of education, and of all sources 
of high spirit and mutual confidence among the governed, 
the maxim that the tyrant’s subjects were to be kept “ poor ” 
and busy ” — all this would practically affect the rich only ; 
— ^the poor were doubtless busy ” before. This repressive 
method was traditionally attributed to Periander of Corinth, 
one of the most famous and powerful of the Tyranni of 
the earlier type, and the story that Herodotus tells, ^ — ^how 
Periander of Corinth sent to Thrasybulus of Miletus, asking 
counsel in the art of government : how Thrasybulus took 
the messenger into a cornfield, talked to him about his 
journey, and while talking lopped off the tallest ears of 
corn, but gave no other answer : and how Periander under- 
stood the symbolic act— this also suggests that it was 
chiefly the men of light and leading ” that had to fear. 
So, again, the public works by which more than one 
Tyrannus gained fame — e.g, the building by the Pisistratids 
of the temple of Olympian Zeus at Athens — ^would give 
employment for the poor, while the taxation needed for this 
would fall chiefly on the rich. The same may be said of 
wars — at any rate such as the brigandage of Polycrates of 

1 Arist. Pol vni. (v.) xii. 2. 

* See tto case of Corinth (Nio, Damaac. fr 60 (Ap. Muller, vol. lii. p, 
39i)), Chalcia (Arist. Pot vm. (vi.) iv.). 

® V. 9*^ 
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Samos — ^btit probably the booty of successful wars would 
generally render them popular. 

On tbc otter hand, wc ought to note the success of 
the Tyranni in raising the power and prestige of the State. 
The Tyrannis of Sicyon seems to be its only period of great- 
ness and — apart from party feeling — Corinthians must 
have had some pride in Periander, and Samians in Polycrates. 
Gelo at Syracuse, who, contemporaneously with the Persian 
invasion oi Greece, defends the cause of Hellenic culture 
against the Carthaginians in vSicily, is a striking instance 
of this ; after his great victory he is hardly a Tyrannus, 
he is an accepted monarch. We must note, too, that the 
Tyrannus often adorns his city and patronises literature 
and art. 

But probably iinconstitiitional rule, condemned by the 
common moral sentiments of the more cultivated part of 
the nation — at any rate before the period of Macedonian 
predominance — ^was ahnost always found demoralising in 
the long run. It is, at any rate, remarkable that though 
Tyrannis seems to have been by no means always oppressive 
in its method of government ; though it seems to have been 
sometimes mild and judicious, raising the power and fame 
of the community, prosperous in war and encouraging art 
and learning at home : still, being always irregular and 
lawless and introduced by violence, it was unmistakably 
condemned and repudiated by the moral consciousness of 
Greece. 

The profound distinction drawn between monarchy on 
the one hand and both oligarchy and democracy on thei 
other is not easily apprehended by us, studying the history j 
of Greek political struggles in the light of modem ideas : ^ 
we find that monarchy no doubt is introduced hy coups 
d^htatj but so axe democracy and oligarchy continually 
brought in by revolutions that seem no less violent and 
lawless : especially since, in the struggle between Athens 
and Sparta for supremacy, each of the leading States was 
identified with one or other of the contending political 
principles. To explain the special abhorrence of Tpannis 

H 
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we have to bear in mind (1) that even when democracy 
or oligarchy is initiated or aided by violence, the constitu- 
tion actually fixed is commonly the result of some com- 
promise agreed upon and so formally lawful ; and (2) that 
monarchy — at least in the period before Aristotle known 
to us from contemporary historians — never comes in in 
any other way. Further, we have to note that in the 
debate carried on between oligarchy and democracy there 
were theoretical reasons on either side of undeniable force. 
Oaeteris punfews, it is obviously reasonable that the judgment 
of the many should prevail over that of the few ; caeteris 
paribus j again, it is obviously reasonable that the judgment 
of the wise and good should prevail, whether they be few or 
many ; and the minority of persons of wealth have at any 
rate special opportunities — -through leisure — of acquiring 
political wisdom, and special immunities from the tempta- 
tions that are the chief cause of ordinary crimes. But no 
similar theoretical reason could be found, as regards the 
human beings existing at the time when political theories 
were framed, for making the judgment of one prevail over 
that of his fellow-citizens generally. 

The question may be asked, on what did the tyrant’s 
power, if thus generally disapproved, rest as its basis ? 
Government normally rests on either active sympathy and 
approval, or on habit of obedience of — if not the whole 
community — at least a part formidable to the rest. On 
what, then, did the t 3 n:ant’s power rest ? The answer, I 
think, is this : tyrannis generally begins with the more 
or less avow’ed support of a powerful section of the citizens 
— generally the poorer class — discontented with the actual 
government ; but it does not need, when once established, 
any support beyond that of a limited body of mercenaries, 
who do not care what the t 3 ;uant does so long as he pays 
them — the citizens generally being kept obedient through 
habit, fear, and lack of combination. 

When the period of the earlier Tyrannis is past, we 
enter on the stage in which republican government of 
some kind is normal, and for some time almost universal ; 
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the prevalent political Bentiment in the city-state is, as I 
said, for a century or so, almost everywhere strong enough 
to exclude Tyrannis. The issue accordingly lies in this 
period between oligarchy and democracy : the general 
characteristic of this stage of development is that there is 
a decided drift towards democracy ; though in a minority 
of cases oligarchy maintains itself, and in a larger number 
there is a, prolonged struggle between the Few and the 
Many which never seems to be decisively settled, until in 
the latter half of the fourth century the Macedonian pre- 
dominance introduces new conditions. I am inclined to 
conjecture that if the internal development of these states 
had been undisturbed by their external relations, the move- 
ment towards democracy would have been on the whole 
more unmistakable, though it would still doubtless have 
been less complete in some cases than in others. But the 
predominance of Sparta — ^however balanced by that of 
Athens — gave an important support to oligarchy elsewhere, 
especially before the battle of Leuctra, 370 b.g. 
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§ 1. In my last lecture, after completing what I had to 
say of the conditions of the earlier Tyrannis, I went on to 
characterise briefly the struggle between oligarchy and 
democracy that is going on through the most brilliant 
period of free Greece, from the Persian War to the 
^ Macedonian predominance — say 480 - 336 b.c. — one 
' and a haK centuries. The general characteristic of the 
political movement is a drift towards fully developed 
democracy, that is from more oligarchical conditions to 
moderate democracy, and from moderate democracy to ex- 
treme democracy. 

The drift towards democracy can, however, only be 
traced in a broad way — it is by no means uniform or 
steady. In a few cases ohgarchy, perhaps with some 
democratic forms — assemblies of citizens for some purposes 
— seems to maintain itself ; in more cases we hear of 
revolutions and transient lapses into oligarchy. The 
tendency to democracy is partly interfered with by the 
external relations of states — e.g. the important commercial 
' centre, Corinth, seems to have been kept oligarchical almost 
all the time after the earlier Tyrannis down to the 
Macedonian period by the influence of Sparta. It must 
be remembered, too, that our information is very frag- 
mentary. Still on the whole the drift is unmistakable ; 
of the changes that we hear of — though we cannot say 
vestigia nulla retrorsiim — still, many more axe towards 
democracy than from it. 

And the “ naturalness ” — ^if I may so say — of democracy 
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is made to appear by the political enthusiasm that accom- 
panies it, and by the fact that a national movement is so 
often also a democratic movement. We may illustrate this 
by the brief brilliant period of democracy at Thebes, in 
the first part of the fourth century. It is a movement at 
once democratic and national which carries Thebes to the 
commanding position in which it is placed by the battle ^ 
of Leuctr^ in 370 b.c. — the decisive battle which put 
an end to Spartan predominance and unique military 
prestige. Another example may be found ia^ithe develop- 
ment of Arcadia immediately after, Wlien, under the 
influence of the Theban leaders during the period of Theban 
predominance, Arcadia gave itself a new federal constitution, 
and at the same time formed, as I have noticed/ a new 
great city out of a number of villages for more eflScient 
resistance to Sparta, the government of th(f new Pan- 
Arcadian union was, as a matter of course, democratic in 
form ; the governing body included all of fighting age. 
So again, when after 33A B.c. Alexander frees the Ionian 
cities from Persian domination, he is described as giving 
them back democracy as a matter of course. 

And this drift is clear from Aristotle, and the reason 
he gives for it is noteworthy : hTow that cities have grown 
so large, it is not easy to establish any other form of govern-^ 
ment.” ^ Purther, the drift is seen in another way, in the 
fact that democracy tended to become more democratic up 
to Aristotle’s time. What he describes — very unfavourably 
— as the extreme form of democracy, in which the decrees 
of the popular assembly are above the law, was, he tells us, 
chronologically developed last. We may note, too, that! 
Aristotle says that democracies are more secure and^ 
permanent ” than oligarchies,^ and again that oligarchy and 
Tyrannis are the most shortlived among forms of govern- 
ment/ I take this to refer to the oligarchies of this later 
period, and to indicate that the reactions to oligarchy in 
this period of drift to democracy were mostly transient. 

^ See Loot. vr. p, 92. ® Fol m. xv. 

3 Pol, VI. (rv.) xi. * Pol Tin. (v.) xii. 
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§ 2. I should now like to give a general characterisation 
of thel^tjpes of oligarchy and democracy in this period. 
But as ^regards oligarchy we lack the evidence. We know 
something of /^the Spartan constitution ; but I may again 
remind you that the Spartan polity was sui generis, a quite 
peculiar survivals not, in the Greek view, clearly an oli- 
garchy — at any rate not a representative oligarchy. 
All I shall do, therefore, is to notice briefly what Aristotle, 
in the Politics, gives as a summary classification of oligarchies, 
arranging them in order of intensity.^ 

|The mildest kind of oligarchy — sometimes called timo- 
cracy — ^was one in which there were public assemblies and 
numerous juries or courts of law, as in a democracy, only 
limited to persons possessing a certain property qualification, 
high enough to keep these functions in the hands of a 
minority of the citizens, bnt not so high as to make the 
minority a small one. The higher the property qualification, 
the more intensely oligarchical, of course, the form of govern- 
ment became ; but this was not the only way of intensifying 
oligarchy. Sometimes the function of deliberatmg and 
deciding important matters of state — war and peace and 
treaties, legislation, election and supervision of the executive 
— which were exercised in a democracy by the general 
^assembly of citizens, was confined, wholly or in part, to a 
■ small elected body; sometimes, again, the oUgarchical char- 
acter of the constitution was intensified by the vacancies in 
such a deliberative body being filled up by cooptation; 
sometimes, finally, the membership of such a body was made 
hereditary and thus the extremest form of oligarchy attained. 

Election to the Magistracies in an oligarchy was similarly 
limited by a property qualification ; and the magistrates were 
usually, altogether or for the most part, appointed by 
sujErage — ^not by lot ; only in the intensest form of oligarchy 
were the magistracies made hereditary in certain families. 

Pol, VI. (iv.) vi. See also Pot vn. (v.) vji. Aristotle’s classification of 
different kinds of oligarchy vould be of more nse if he had had — as he 
appears not to have had— any conception of historical development rendering 
the kinds of oligarchy prevalent at one peiiod different from those prevalent 
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Sometimes, we gather, the right of voting in the assemblies 
was formally wider than it was practically : it being an 
oligarchical artifice to secure practically a preponderance 
of the wealthier by the apparently severe method of fining 
them for non-attendance. It was characteristic of oligarchy, 
too, to have a small council for the initiation of measures* 
to be passed by the deliberative body, as contrasted, e.g,j 
with the large Boule of 500 at Athens. 

§ 3, Let us pass to consider democracy, of which, from the 
literary splendour that surrounds Athens, we know more. 
In the case of democracy, too, the question is simplified by 
the express statement of Aristotle that the drift towards 
democracy was a drift towards fully developed or extreme 
democracy.^ And of this we may take the Athenian^ 
constitution of the fourth century as a type. 

In- the fifth century the process of development is going 
on at Athens ; in the fourth we have the finished result. 
This appears clearly from the recently discovered mono- 
graph, professedly by Aristotle, and clearly of his age, on the 
constitution of Athens. The writer regards the constitu- 
tion as established in as identical with that under 

which he was Hving at the end of the third quarter of the 
fourth century. He reckons it as the eleventh ; and of the 

1 Ariatotlo distiiiguishes four kinds of democracy, and his order of merit 
is so far the reversal of the chronological order that the best is undoubtedly 
the oldest (cf. Pol. vxi. (vi.) iv.) and the worst undoubtedly the latest 
(cf. Pol. yr. (iv.) vi.). Probably tho intermedia,te in demerit are also 
regarded by him as intermediate in time ; but they are rather vaguely 
conceived. His more historical idea of the best is clearly near the 
Solon ian : in which all free citizens had the right to elect the officers and 
to call them to account and to judge (alpeiarSai ris dpx^s teal Kal 

diKa^eiy), but the magistracies were limited by property qualifications ; and 
where the people being mainly agricultural were too busy to have many 
assemblies, and practically too busy to serve on juries, there being no pay- 
ment for either. 

Aristotle mentions as an instance of the best kind of democracy the 
Mantinean. This would long remain purely agncultural, and Herodotus 
and Polybius both testify to its high reputation. Hero, as Aristotle main- 
tains, the assembly did not elect to the offices ; this was done by a body 
elected from all the citizens (riv^s alperol iK irdvruv). What other democracies 
of this old type there were, wo do not know. The language of Polybius 
euffn^ests that Achaea may have furnished examples ol such. 
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piecediug ten stages no less than six belong to the fifth 
century. The century opens with the moderate democracy 
oi Cleisthenes ; but the Athenian democracy is not finally 
delivered from oligarchical tutelage ” ^ by the reforms of 
Cleisthenes. Indeed it is, I think, a fairly trustworthy 
historical generalisation that oligarchical tutelage — ^the 
infiuence of the minority in any society, who along with 
wealth inherit culture and traditions of political experience 
and practice — “ oligarchical tutelage dies hard. And 
certainly this was so here. The council, of Areopagus, 
according to the writer of the Athenian Constitution, re- 
covered power — without any formal vote — through its 
services at the crisis of the Persian war, and held it for 
seventeen years, till 462 b.c. And that this was pre- 
ponderantly oligarchical is evident from the attack made on 
it by Ephialtes and Pericles.^ Prom that time till the end 
of the century the movement towards full democracy is 
rapid, hut it is not complete till neatly all the civil 
magistracies are practically open to all citizens, and the 
attendance at the council and assembly, as weU as in 
the law courts paid. This final result is begun in the 
briUiant age of Pericles — to whom the payment of jurymen 
is due : but the payment for attendance at the assembly 
ia after his time. In short, I repeat the fifth century is 
a period of continual change, and not till after the brief 
I and infamous interlude of oligarchy at the end of the 
\ Peloponnesian war, does the democracy become stable, at the 
j beginning of the fourth century. 

1 The phrase is Mr. Warde Fowler's, but the view ho takes is different 
from the above. See his City State of Qre€,C6 and Rome, p. 161. 

- This council was fiUed up by the nine chief magistrates for each year. 

Aa regards these, too, there was gradual progress. They were elected, 
not appointed by lot, for twenty -four years after the expulsion of the Tyrants 
in 512 J3.0. j then, for a period unknown, appointed by lot out of a number 
previously selected by each of the ten tribes of Cleisthenes ; then, finally, 
this previous seleotion was made by lot. When the change took place we 
do not know ; but wo do know that only after 467 U.o. was the archonahip 
open to any but Pentakosionaedmini and Knights- — ^the two highest property- 
classes 5 in 467 lb was opened to the thiid class. But doubtless for some 
time later the competition was limited by their behiDr unpaid. 
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We do not know exactly kow far the Athenian institu- 
tions were representative, but we may infer from Aristotle 
that the following characteristics were found widely in 
Greek democracy of the fourth century. There was first an 
assembly, open to all full citizens of a certain age, actually 
governing and not merely electing and controlling governors. 
At Athens, in this supreme governing assembly, which met 
regularly forty times a year, besides extraordinary assem-^ 
blies on emergencies, all the most important governmental 
decisions, including the management of the whole foreign 
policy of the state, and the initiation of legislation, were 
determined ; and any citizen who had done nothing worthy 
of disfranchisement might speak. We learn from Aristotle 
that while it was the general characteristic of democracy in 
the small states of Greece to have as supreme organ of 
government such a deliberative body to which all citizens 
were admitted, there were considerable differences in the 
extent to which this body actually governed. In the most 
moderate form of democracy its function was to elect the 
magistrates, examine the accounts, and decide questions of 
peace, war, and alliance, leaving other matters of administra- 
tion to the elected magistrates and council. It is clear 
however, as I have said, that the tendency of development 
up to his time was towards the more extreme form of 
democracy, in which the final decision of aU important public 
matters is habitually claimed by this supreme assembly. 

The powers of the magistrates, and of the governing 
council (“ Boule ’’) that prepared business for the assembly, 
were quite subordinated in the Athenian form of democracy. 
Accordingly the principle that “ one man is as good as-^ 
another ’’ was applied to these offices, in the form of election 
by lot from among aU citizens of blameless life who applied : 
except in the case of offices for which special qualifications 
were obviously required, such as military offices and the 
most important financial ones. To these it would have 
been too dangerous to apply the lot. 

That poor men might really be able to take part in the 
business of government, attendance at the Athenian council 
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was paid, and ultimately at the assembly too ; and this 
seems to have been regarded as necessary for securing the 
real efiectiveness of the democracy. Though it must be 
borne in mind that the Demos at Athens and elsewhere, 
having a basis of slavery beneath it, did not include the 
greater part of that class of manual labourers which tends 
to preponderate in a democratically governed modern state, 
still it is evident from the complaints of Aristotle, not to 
speak of Aristophanes, that it included a mass of persons 
— small traders, artisans, etc.— whose poverty rendered them 
incapable of adequate leisure for the effective performance 
of public functions. ‘Unpaid attendance was liable to be 
scanty attendance, and tten the assembly might fall under 
the control of the rich and their dependents. 

Administration of justice was also popular, and was also 
paid for similar reasons. At Athens, actions were decided 
by large popular juries of varying size, the normal number 
— at least for important suits — being 501. 

There is another important characteristic of Athenian 
democracy when fully developed. The popular assembly 
did not itself legislate, or avowedly and regularly allow 
its decrees to override the law ; though this no doubt 
occurred in fact too often under the iaduence of popular 
5 passion. The actual business of legislation was given to a 
'numerous committee of law-makers (we hear of 1000 and 
'500) selected from the jurors for the year. This was not, 
of course, a committee of experts ; stiU, such a body of 
sworn jurors would work under a much stronger sense 
of responsibility than the ordinary assembly,^ And the 

^ Note the care with which in the fourth century the work of legislation 
was divided between iKKhf\(Tla and vojJioBirtii. 1. At the first assembly in 
each new year the established code was voted on {^Trix^ipoTovLa v6fjLo>y ) — after a 
debate in which every citizen could propose changes in the law— chapter by 
chapter. 2. If the vote on any chapter was negatived, taken from 

the heliaafcs (jurors) were appointed in the fourth ordinary iKK\T}a-ia. Mean- 
while the proposer of a change had to exhibit in public the oldlaw and the pro- 
posed new law side by side, by the statues of the Eponymi; and also to give 
copies of them to the ypafifiare^s, who read them in public at the interven- 
ing meetings; and at the fourth the people, of course with a “proboiileuma,” 
decided the number of vopLodiraif the time allowed them, the pay, and named 
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sovereign assemblj endeavoured to protect itself against 
illegality in its decrees by rendering tbe proposer of such 
a decree liable to a criminal process.^ Tbis protection 
seems in fact to have been very imperfect ; sovereign 
Demos did not always observe his self-imposed restraints. 
It is clear that in spealdng of that extreme democracy, 
which is hardly a constitution at all but a mob-tyranny, 
Aristotle^ has the Athens of his own time partly in view. 
But the elaborate character of the restraints at least shows 
that the need of excluding mere mob-tyranny was fully 
recognised in the political consciousness of Athens. 

§ 4. I have now completed a brief sketch, following the 
order of development, of the chief forms of government in 
the Greek city-states up to the time of Macedonian pre- 
dominance, and briefly discussed the causes that tended to 
bring them into being, and the conditions favourable to 
their existence, at difierent stages of development. There is, 
however, one question of much interest which I have as 
yet only dealt with in one case — that of Tyrannis — ^namely, 
how did these different types work in practice ^ How far (Jid 
they maintaia the weU-boing of the community governed 1 
Especially we are disposed to ask this with regard to 
democracy, towards which, as I said, there is a natural drift 
in the fourth century b.o., just as there is a similar drift 
now in the West -European states. But this question, 
owing to the scantiness of our information, is stiU more 
difficult to answer satisfactorily than the questions we have 
been discussing. 

We may, however, throw some light on it by examining 
the political views and theories of the eminent thinkers, 
chiefly of the fourth century, whose writings have come 
down to us. The most important are the views of Plato 
and Aristotle ^ ; but I shall also refer to Platons master, 

five (Tvp'qyopoi to defend the existing law, 3. Then with a probouleama of 
the council on each proposal of change, the vopLoOircLt decided finally whether 
the law ought to he filtered. 

^ Compare Leot. XII. pp. 176, 6. 

® We may say, generally, that in tracing the process of the development of 
the modpTn State we find the influence of Greek politics on modem primarily 
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Socrates, whose life ends just at the beginidiig of the fourth 
century ; to Xenophon, Plato’s fellow - disciple ; and to 
Isocrates the rhetorician, whose work shows a certain 
rivalry and antagonism to that of Plato which Aristotle 
carries on ; and whose pohtical view, therefore — since he 
had some claim to be a pohtical thinker as well as a 
rhetorician — it is all the more interesting to compare with 
theirs. ^ 

Both Plato and Aristotle gave much thought to the 
' dehnifcion and classification of forms of government. Plato’s 
dialogues present us with two difierent schemes of classifica- 
tion : one in the UepubliCi the other in a later dialogue, the 
Statesman. From this latter Aristotle’s classification is in 
the main derived ; and I will begin with Aristotle’s, because, 
while admitting his great debt to Plato, one cannot doubt 
that he far sur^iassed him in the extent of his knowledge of 
political facts. 

The classification adopted by Aristotle is a sixfold one. 
It is based on a double principle of division, so that it may be 
conceived as a pah of similarly divided triads. He takes 
the obvious and already current threefold distinction ex- 
pressed by the terms Monarchy, Aristocracy or Oligarchy, 
and Democracy : but he combines this with a principle 
derived from Socrates — which like other characteristic 
doctrines of that sage was a truism in theory and unhappily 
somewhat of a paradox in practice — the principle that the 

in the region of thought or ideas, while Borne is the main ancient source of 
modern political facts. And on fcho region of thought Aristotle’s Politics has 
a special interest, as being the manual from which modern thought in its first 
stage learnt its first lesson in the scientific analysis and classification of 
political phenomena, This lesson is liable to he misinterpreted ii wc do not, 
in studying it, bear m mind that it is framed in view of the variety of con- 
stitutions actually developed in Greek city -states, andisprunanly applicable 
to these. But if we hear this in miud : if we remember also that it was 
written just after the close of the period of real independence of Greek oity- 
atates— after the battle of Ohaoronea, and the Congi’ess of Corinth, and 
while Alexander was coniiuenng Asia — and if we consider not merely the 
general sohenie of classification, but the particulars and comments withwhich 
Aristotle fills it up, it certainly yields the most important insight into the 
evolution of the city-states — and especially the later stage of this evolution — 
as j udged by a most penetrating and disengaged intellect. 
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true ruler is one wlio seeks to promote not Ids own interest, 
but the interest of the ruled. Combining the distinction 
thus introduced with tbe older threefold classification, we 
get three correct ” constitutions in which the goyeming in- 
dividual or body is truly governing, in the Socratic sense 
(1) Kingdom = the rule of an individual of pre-eminent 
merit ; (2) Aristocracy = the rule of the persons best quali- 
fied to ^ rule; and (3) what he in a special sense calls 
Polity or '' Constitutional Government,” in which supreme 
power is in the hands of the majority of citizens, but with a 
constitution so arranged as to avoid the defects of mob-rule. 
Parallel to these we have three perverted forms :—(l) 
Tyrannise the selfish rule of one; (2) Oligarchy = the 
selfish rule of a wealthy minority; (3) Democracy:^ the 
selfish rule of the comparatively unpropertied many. 

The symmetry of the scheme obviously requires that 
Aristocracy — like Oligarchy, which is the perversion of 
Aristocracy— should be the government of the Many by the 
Pew. And Plato certainly held that the government by 
persons properly qualified to govern — ^the essential meaning 
of Aristocracy for both him and Aristotle — must be the 
government of a few. '^^It is impossible,” he says, ^*that 
f the multitude in a State can attain the political art ; in a 
city of 1000 men you would hardly find 50 good draught- 
, players, much less 50 experts in statesmanship.” ^ And 
Aristotle, in tbe passage in which he introduces his scheme, 
gives this as the received view of Aristocracy, i.e. it resembles 
oligarchy in its numerical relations, though only numerically.^ 
It is, however, to be observed that after careful discus- 
sion Aristotle decides ® that the mass of ordinary citizens, if 
properly trained, may pQ collectively wiser than the few, 
and so collectively be^efcj^Uialified for the highest deliberative 
or judicial work, tlipugfi iudividually for executive 
magistracies ; accordingly, nqj^J^gtm^his ideal state/ he 
decides that all the citizens ar6 td ahare in government 

^ Plato, Pol, 292 B. 

® See Picom. Ethics, vm. oh. x,, and PoUiics^ m. cli. vii, 

® Pol HI. ch. xi. * Pol xv,, x\v. 
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whea they come to a sufficiently advanced age. But the 
citizens in Aristotle's ideal polity do not include artisans or 
traders^ or even husbandmen — for mechanical and com- 
mercial life is ignoble and opposed to virtue, and though 
agricultural life is not in its nature go demoralising as 
mechanical or commercial life, it lacks the leisure which is 
essential to Aristotle’s ideal of a citizen. His citizens are 
' accordingly a body of landowners, living at leisure on the 
produce of their lots of land, which are supposed to be 
cultivated by slaves or serfs. They are still, therefore, a 
select minority, compared with the whole number of human 
beings required by the material needs of the community. 

Returning to the sixfold classification, made up, as I said, 
of a pair of similarly divided triads, how does Aristotle 
arrange these six forms of government in order of merit. 
In the first brief draft of his views in his Ethics the scheme 
is simple and symmetrical ; we have to keep the first three 
in order of arithmetical progression, and to invert this order 
in the second triad. So that the scale of merit will be 

Kingship, 

Aristocracy, 

Constitutional Government or Constitutional Democracy, 

Simple or unbalanced Democracy, 

Oligarchy, 

T3araimis or illegitimate Despotism. 

If one man can be found of such pre-eminent excellence 
;as to deserve sole rule, this is the simplest and beat solution 
of the problem : where there is no such unique individual 
hhe functions of government should be entrusted to those 
best qualified to perform them. But Aristotle’s later views 
modified this order. In the treatise on Politics kingship no 
longer seems to him better than aristocracy, and his view 
of aristocracy has diverged, as I said, from Plato’s. StiU, 
of all governments selfish despotism is worst ; and selfish 
oligarchy is more odious than selfish democracy. 

The mere aspect of this classification suggests a painful 
suspicion that its author means to imply a general condenma- 
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tion of tte actual governments in Greek city-states ; for he 
selects to denote the perverted forms the terms which his- 
torians ordinarily use in classifying the actual governmentsd 
And his further exposition makes this suspicion a certainty. 
His definitions of oligarchy and democracy — in his bad 
sense of the terms — are not merely abstract and formal ; 
they are intended to he definitions of the prevalent political 
facts. This is clear from the care with which he explains 
that the essential difference between tbe two is not merely 
numerical — as the derivation of oligarchy might suggest ■ — 
it is rather the distinction between rich and poor. He 
describes various kinds of each, some worse and some better ; 
be notes too that a government may be in form demoeratical 
but substantially oligarchical ; but he clearly holds that the 
study of the actual facts of Greek political history in the 
later period for the most part shows us societies divided* 
into the party of the rich few and the party of the poor 
many, struggling for mastery with selfish ends ; the ordi^ry - 
result, whichever wins, involving the oppression of the other 
party. 

i'*r § 5. And this condemnation of fully-developed democracy 
is not Aristotle^s view only. It is the prevalent view — we 
may almost say that it is the only view that has come down 
to us, if we put out of account the speeches of the orators, 
who, as their business was to persuade Demos, could hardly 
tell him plainly that lie was incompetent and oppressive, 
Plato’s antagonism to democracy is stronger than Aristotle’s, 

^ In the main Aristotle’s classification only systematises rlistinctiona 
recognised in the ordinary tKought oi Greece. In a onrions discussion which 
Herodotus (Bk. m. 80-82) maintains to have taken plaee among the seven 
conspirators in Persia, in the course of the conspiracy which ended in bring- 
ing Barius Hystaspes to the throne, the characteristics of the governments 
of One, the Pew, and the Many are contrasted ; and the profound differences 
between the true king and the tyrant, and again between the rule of the wise, 
the really best, and the rule of the wealthy few, were more or leas recognised 
in ordinary language. What remained to complete the systematic six-fold 
classification was to lay stress on a corresponding diatinotion between con-| 
stitutional law-abiding rule of the majority, keeping within the limits oi] 
moderation and justice, and the more extreme kind of democracy in which | 
the masses systematically oppressed the rich. 
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Xenophon’s undisguised partisanship of Sparta has drawn 
on him the severe reprohation of G-rote. These* however, 
it may he urged, are all of one school of thought, they 
share the Sooratic influence* But this cannot be said of 
Isocrates : yet he too, in his political pamphlets, published 
about the middle of the century in the form of deliberative 
speeches, speaks no less strongly of the oppressiveness and 
incompetence of unbridled democracy under the guidance of 
unprincipled demagogues. These men, he says, do not 
merely compromise our national name : they enrich them- 
selves at our cost by impeachments, indictments, and all 
the machinery of calumny, and grind us down by oppres- 
sive taxation. And their incompetence is equal to their 
rapacity. Under their influence we do not know our own 
minds for a day ; and, while the penalty for private bribery is 
death, the most incapable men become our generals by their 
large bribes to the popular assembly.” ^ 

AJl this, no doubt, relates to Athens primarily. But 
ithe Athenian democracy was, by general agreement, the 
most brilliant example of Greek democracy, and, as I have 
said, doubtless a pattern widely followed in the general 
drift towards democracy. And Isocrates expressly tells us 
that his condemnation is not confined to Athens. “We are 
protected,” he says, “ by the fact that our competitors are no 
less ill-governed. ... We save the Thebans and they save 
us. . , . It would be worth while for either to pay the members 
of the popular assembly of the other.” ^ Of Argos — another 
state of old prestige that had now long been democratic — 
Isocrates says elsewhere, “ that whenever the Argives get a 
breathing time from war, they take to killing their most 
illustrious citizens.” ® 

I think we may take it as undeniable that whatever 
merits the full-blown democracy of the fourth century in 
Greece may have had, it was generally disliked and con- 

^ Isocr. (Or. viii, ) Be pace. [Not a literal translation, biit condensed from 
difEerent parts of the Oration.] 

® Isoor. [Of. viii.) Be pace, 171 a, b. 

® Tsoor. (Of. V.) Ad PhUpv. 92 d. 
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demned by tbe class of tliouglitfid persons whose utterances 
go down to posterity. 

But again, while agreeing that unbridled democracy is 
bad, our writers all seem to agree that ordinary selfish 
oligarchy — ‘the government of the rich minority in their own' 
interest — is worse. A had democracy,” says Isocrates no 
less than Aristotle, is a less evil than an oligarchy ” : even 
our corrupt democracy would seem divine compared with'^" 
the government of the Thirty Tyrants ” ; and ‘‘ if we go 
through the chief cities of Hellas, we find that they have 
prospered less under ohgarchy than under democracy.” ^ It 
is true that Plato, in the Re^uhlioj regards democracy as 
worse than oligarchy ; he puts forward a theory of natural 
tendency to degeneration, according to which such a con- 
stitution as the Spartan — which he places next to his ideal 
state — ^tends to degenerate into oligarchy through the 
corrupting eSect of money-getting ; then ohgarchy tends 
to degenerate into democracy, and democracy into Tyrannis. 

It is an interesting fact that the first theory of political 
evolution which the history of European thought ofiers us 
is a theory of degeneration. And instances might doubtless 
be q^iioted from Greek history to esemphfy each of these pro- 
cesses of degeneration ; but the general order of the succes- 
sion of forms does not correspond to the general facta of 
that history, in which, as we have seen, the period specially 
known as the “ Age of the Tyrants ” comes before that of 
fully-developed democracy. In any case Plato seems to 
have given up this order of demerit at the time of writing 
the Statesman ; here, as I have said, he gives the order of 
demerit which Aristotle has adopted, “ democracy, oligarchy, 
Tyrannis.” 

§ 6. Plato's justification for assigning these relative posi- 
tions to democracy and oligarchy in his later scheme is 
noteworthy. The government of the Many he holds is 
essentiaUy a weak governmeat; it is a form of govern4 
ment under wMok people are comparatively little governed, i 
As compared witk a government both wise and strong, ") 
1 Isocr. [Or, vii.) Areopag. 16d b, 152 c. 
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tHs fainSant character of democracy appears to Plato a 
defect ; but as compared witli the selfish coercion of 
oligarchs, it is a relative merit. 

And certainly we have to note in democracy on the 
whole, by the testimony of all our witnesses, a remarkable 
maintenance of liberty in the strict sense of individual 
liberty — ^power of doing what one likes, without dangerous 
disorder. The t 5 o:anny of the majority/’ which seemed to 
Tocqueville and Mill so important a danger of the coming 
democracy of Europe, certainly does not appear as a marked 
characteristic of the Demos of Athens. On the contrary, 
(democracy leads, Demosthenes tells us, to a general absence 
of severity (“ nravra irpaorepa ^ a “ general freedom of 
speech ” {7rapp7]aia), says Euripides ; ^ we go each on his 
own way, and do not scowl at other people lor going 
theirs,” says the Thucydidean Pericles.^ The “ very dogs 
are more impudent than elsewhere,’* says Plato, “ and the 
donkeys march along with the air of fully-qualified citizens.” ^ 
You are not even allowed,” says the pscudo-Xenophon 
(author of a diatribe against the Athenian constitution), 
“ to beat a slave who does not get out of your way in the 
street.**® This at least we moderns, whatever our political 
creed, shall not put down as a point against Demos. When 
we try to estimate the general happiness of the political 
and social organisation of the Greco-Italian civilised world, 
this great fact of slavery is a heavy weight in the pessimistic 
scale ; there is some comfort in the thought that the weight 
was somewhat lightened by democracy. 

But, it may he asked, was not the treatment of the rich 
an exception to this general disposition to make things 
easy aU round ? Were they not oppressed with un- 
equal taxation by Demos, in his political character, and 
plundered by iniquitous prosecutions, tried by the same 
Demos in his judicial character ? Well, we can hardly 
doubt, as our authorities agree, that both kinds of oppres- 

^ Demosbh. Antirot. 608. ^ Eurip. Hipp, 422 ; Ion, 672, 

® Thuc. n. ch. Jc^xvii. ^ Plat. Hep, 663 x». 

® On the, Government of Athens, ch. i. § 10. 
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sion went on to some extent. All tliat can be said on the 
other side is that there is no sign that it went to such an 
extent as to scare rich men away from Athens, and inter- 
fere with its commercial and industrial prosperity. 

As regards the large popular courts of justice, certainly 
the character of the forensic speeches that have come down 
to us from the fourth century tends to give a low idea 
of their efficacy as instruments for administering justice ; 
owing to "ibhe amount of misrepresentation and irrelevant 
abuse of the adversary which the advocates exhibit, and 
their unrestrained licence in appealing to any sort of motive 
that may influence the judges in their favour. Still, as to 
the extent of systematic unjust confiscation through these 
law courts, it is very difficult to form a decided opinion. 
When Aristophanes describes the informer as going about 
picking out “ fat delinquents and defaulters, pulpy, luscious, 
plump, and rich,” he implies that they were delinquents and 
defaulters.^ And even when we learn from Lysias that some 
advocates in prosecutions used to tell the jurymen that if 
they let ofl the accused there would not be fimds in the 
treasury to pay them their three obols a day, we must 
surely suppose that it was a plea against mercy to a guilty 
defendant, not an open advocacy of spohation of an inno- 
cent man. Still, that it should have been said at all is bad 
enough. So, again, though the occasional corruption and 
tyrannous misconduct of the office-holders under Demos | 
cannot be doubted, it may reasonably be doubted whether; 
it was in any degree a distinctive feature of democracy. 

As regards the over-burdening in the way of taxation, it 
should be borne in mind that the practice of throwing extra 
burdens on the rich was old, and there is no sign that it 
was made worse by extreme democracy. If we hear of 
people ruining themselves by providing choruses and torch- 
races, there is considerable reason to think that it was 
generally by spending more than they were legally bound 
to spend, from love of display. We hear of a man 

decking his chorus with gold lace, and then going about 
^ Arxfltoph. Knights, 259, 
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m xags himself ” ^ ; but the gold lace was voluntary extra- 
vagancej not exacted from him by Demos. 

The burdens in war were heavier and more painfully 
felt ; but no critic ^suggests that Demos was fond of going 
to^war because he had not to pay for itj — at any rate in the 
fourth century^ when democratic tendencies were most fuUy 
developed. Rather the charge is that he could not brace 
himself up with sufficient steadiness for the burdens in- 
volved in adequate resistance to Philip of Macedoh. 

^At the same time, while giving this qualified defence of 
Athenian democracy, I should hesitate to extend it to Greek 
democracy generally. It would be presumptuous to doubt 
the truth of Aristotle's statement, that revolutions in 
democracies often occurred ‘‘ from the intemperate conduct 
of the demagogues, who force the propertied class to com- 
bine by iostitutmg malicious prosecutions against indivi- 
duals, or by inciting the masses against them as a body.’' ^ 
He mentions a curious instance at Rhodes, where the 
trierarchs — ^the rich men made pecuniarily responsible 
for the provision of war-ships — were prevented by the 
demagogues from obtaining the contributions due to 
them from other citizens ; and so were “ compelled, by fear 
of the lawsuits with which they were threatened by their 
creditors, to form a conspiracy and abolish the democracy.” ^ 
Similarly, he tells us that at Megara ‘‘ the demagogues, in 
order to have an opportunity for confiscation, ejected large 
numbers of the nobles from the state, until they had 
swelled the ranks of the exiles to such an extent 
that they returned home, conquered the democrats iu a 
pitched battle, and established the oligarchy.” ^ If this 
account is accurate, it would cetfcainly seem that the 
oppression of the rich in Megara was of a very violent and 
sweeping kind. It may be said that Aristotle is a hostile 
witness — but his is a mind in winch genuine scientific 
curiosity seems to be always predominant ; and, as regards 
the violence of democratic factions at Megara, we find a sort 
of confirmation in Plutarch,® from whom we learn that at 

^ Antiph. ap. Afchcn. p. IOSb, ® Pol. vm. (v.) v. ® Qn. Or. xviii. 



VII 


GREt.1^ DEMOCRACY 


117 


Megara — after tlie ordinary stages of kingshipj oligarcliy, 
and tyranny — a period of licentious democracy occurred in 
the first half of the sixth century b.o. The poor are said 
to have forced their way into the houses of the richj ordered 
lunch and dinner to he served regardless of expense, and 
also to have passed a formal decree for the restitution of 
the interest that had been already paid on debts. Probably, 
as Grote suggests, the difference of race, surviving from the 
Dorian conquest, rendered the oppression of the mob more 
violent. The natural result was two successive relapses 
into oligarchy, neither of which, however, seems to have 
lasted very long. 

A similar explanation may be given of the violent 
character of the democracy of Argos. It is chiefly known 
to us &ora the* notorious a-KuraXccrfiosj or ^'lynching with 
clubs,” by which 1200 of the upper class, suspected of 
planning an oligarchical revolution, lost their lives, 370 b.g. 
But that this kind of thing was not isolated may perhaps 
be inferred from the manner in which Isocrates (346 b.o.) 
speaks of the dissensions at Argos in the passage already 
quoted.^ Nevertheless, democracy seems to have been almost 
unbroken at Argos from before the middle of the fifth 
century onward ; — ^probably rivalry with Sparta was partly 
the cause ; oligarchs allying themselves with Sparta would 
have patriotic feehng against them. Generally speaking, 
violent democracy tended to cause a disturbed condition 
with sudden lapses into short-lived oligarchy or tyranny. 
Such oligarchies — if we may generalise from the brief 
history of the Thirty at Athens, probably rivalled the worst 
deeds of the worst democracies. 

One form of spoliation of the rich — which has some 
interest from its analogy to certain revolutionary aims of 
our own day — ^is 7 ^*? ava^acrfio^ “redistribution of land/^ 
Isocrates the orator when speaking of the “ usual mis- 
fortunes of cities,’^ from which an advocate of Sparta claims 
that Sparta alone is free, mentions among these usual 
calamities “cancellation of debts — such as Solon’s great 

1 p iio 
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measure at Athens — and “ redistribution of land : ” ^ and 
Aristotle also speaks of this as a recognised method of 
demagogic oppression*^ He does not, however, give any 
instance ; and Dion Chrysostom, a Greek rhetorician of the 
Empire, says we have absolutely no knowledge that such a 
thing ever occurred.’’ ^ And I have tried in vain to find a 
historic instance of a redistribution of land carried out as a 
democratic measure in a peaceable and quasi-^egal way, 
like Solon’s cancellation of debt ; though of course some- 
thing of the kind was liable to occur in civil war when one 
party was violently expelled. However, one can hardly 
doubt that there must have been other instances of this 
high-handed piece of democratic oppression : though it was 
probably more often talked of than realised. 

I have left to the last one important charge against 
Greek democracy, based on Athenian history. It is urged 
that the long struggle which ended in the acceptance of the 
Macedonian supremacy over Greece generally, showed the 
fatal short-sightedness and instability of democracy in foreign 
policy : and that the Athenians might have resisted Philip 
successfully had they had some other form of government. 
I do not think it can be denied that there is much 
foundation for the charge. But if we are comparing 
Athenian democracy with the other forms of government 
which we actually find produced under the same general 
conditions as the Athenian democracy — in the small town- 
communities of Greece — the advocates of democracy may 
fairly rejoin by asking what other of the Hellenic towns 
showed itself more able to cope with the situation. The 
wannest admirers of oligarchy will hardly claim this for 
Sparta. 

On the whole, I incline to the view that it was not 
primarily democracy that was tried and found wanting in 
the contest with Philip : but rather the too exclusive spirit, 
the too limited patriotism of the Greek city-states, unable 
to rise to a really effective Pan-hellerdsm, an equal .and 
stable federation. Later on, when the principle of federation 

^ laocr. (Or. XLu)Pmalh §259. ® Pol vur. (V.) v. ^ 332. 
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is at length developed from the humble beginiiings of the 
hitherto obacuie and unpretending Achaean league, and we 
see how much federation could effect even with Athens 
standing aloof and Sparta fallen from her high estate ; — ^we 
may be almost willing to agree with Aristotle that the Greek 
race, from its happy blending and balance of qualities, 
might have conquered the world if it could only have- 
brought itself to live under one government* 



LEOTUEE Vni 


IDEAIi STATES OE ARISTOTLE TLATO 

§ 1. In my last lecture, alter giving a brief account of 
the Athenian constitution of the fourth century, I went on 
fco note the uniformly unfavourable opinion expressed as to 
the working of Greek democracy by Plato, Aristotle, Iso- 
crates, and Xenophon ; there being, so far as I know, no 
impartial utterance of importance on the other side— since, 
as I said, any phrases flattering to Demos, on the part of 
the orators whose business it was to persuade him, cannot 
be regarded as evidence. 

But it has been urged that Plato, Isocrates, and 
Aristotle knew Athens only when her best days were past, 
and when the gifted and a nim ated population of the golden 
age had been thinned down sadly by war and pestilence,’^ ^ 
and that the Athenians, beiug few and depressed by 
diminution, had naturally let their government go to the 
dogs. I hardly think this explanation will do. No doubt 
the population of Attica was diminished ; we hear of 
21,000 male citizens of full age at the end of the fourth 
century as compared to over 30,000 in the latter part of 
the fifth. The smaller number, however, is certainly large 
enough bo work the institutions of direct democracy.^ And 
the Athenians were far from being permanently depressed 
by the ill success of the Peloponnesian war and the con- 
sequent loss of their maritime empire ; on the contrary, the 
reader of Greek history of the fourth century is struck by 
the elasticity with which they recover from this blow and 

^ Wards Eowler, Th& City State oj the. and Bornans, p. 163* 

* Cf. Arist. Pot rv. (to.) iv, 4 ; n, vi. 6. 
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get together a second empire, though no doubt it is never 
anything like the first. 

And, as I said, the fourth century is the period of 
established and fully-developed democracy ; in the fifth we 
have the process of development. No doubt, we have a 
time of brilliant prosperity in the great age of Pericles, 
but according to the ancient authorities, though here the 
critical step was taken towards the ultimate democracy, 
there has^ not yet been time to see the full effect of 
democratic institutions. This is one reason why the 
prosperity of this age cannot be regarded as an effect 
of tbc type of fully developed democracy. And another 
reason why the Athenian constitution in the brilliant 
period of the fifth century cannot be regarded as typical 
is the very fact that Athens was then pre-eminently an im- 
perial city : its national income was largely derived from 
the tribute of other cities ; and the extent of governmental 
functions — and pay — enjoyed by Athenians was largely due 
to their imperial position. 

Returning to the fourth century, it shoidd he noticed 
that stasis, faction and civil strife, an evil characteristic 
of the city-states of Greece generally throughout their 
history— -as we saw it was ci\il dissension that gave the 
opportunity for the Tyrannus of the seventh and sixth 
centuries— is not found in Athens under fully developed 
democracy. In Athens the period of civil strife was over by 
the end of the fifth century. During the fourth century 
factions in Athens, however bitter, do not lead to disorder 
and violence ; the struggle that we find elsewhere so 
common between the wealthy with their partisans and 
Demos — making, as Plato says, two cities in one, each 
of which constantly exiles the leading part of the other 
— ^from this Athens is free. And still its democracy isj 
subject, as we have seen, to the deep decided condemnation' 
of the leading thinkers and writers on politics. ' 

§ 2. But if the thinkers were agreed in not seeking a 
remedy for the evils of democracy in the worse ^ evils of 
oligarchy, what precisely was the remedy that they pro- 
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posed ? To this question botli Plato and Axi&totle give a 
somewhat complicated answer. 

They each construct an ideal state, which they admit 
is not likely to be generally realised ; and each also pro- 
poses a fis oiler ^ a second-best coarse, as having more likeli- 
hood of being practically adopted. And when we compare 
the two, we find that though the ideal state of Aristotle is 
very unlilce the ideal state of Plato, it has a strong general 
resemblance to Plato's second-best model of polity ; so that 
we may put the teachings of the two thinkers together, and 
trace in them a continuous movement of thought, from 
political idealism of a very marked kind, very remote from 
practical politics, towards a more practical and empirical 
view. 

The germ of the political ideal common to Plato and 
Aristotle is found in the fundamental doctrine on which 
the dialectical teaching of Plato's master, Socrates, was 
based : that in the work of government, as in private life, 
the great desideratum is knowledge — knowledge of the 
true good of man and of the means to its attainment. A 
man possessed of this knowledge, if called to the fimction 
of ruling, would know how to promote the well-being of the 
ruled, and would know also that his own well-being would 
be realised in the right performance of this function. vSuch 
a man would be potentially a statesman, whether he be 
appointed or not; and it would be madness if we could 
find such a man, not to make him ruler, instead of leaving 
the selection of rulers to the hazard of the lot ; on the 
other hand, without this essential knowledge the votes of 
all mankind cannot make a statesman. In these simple 
articles of Socrates' political creed we have the germ out 
of w^hich the ideal aristocracy of I^lato was developed. For 
in Platons view this indispensable knowledge can only be 
possessed by the philosopher ; a man must have been 
trained to contemplate good in the ab>stract before he can 
hope to realise it in human life. At the same time, men 
whe^e natural gifts qualify them for the long and laborious 
tiraiaing which philosophy requires wall always be few in 
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tKe best regulated community, and tbese^ few again only 
pMlosopKers are qualified to select. Hence Plato’s most 
ideal state must necessarily be an aristocracy* based on 
cooptation ; that is, it must be a state in which implicit 
obedience is paid to a small carefully trained class of 
philosophers, who recruit their numbers by selecting in 
youth those whom they deem fit for the training. 

Of the other classes necessary to the existence of a self- 
sufficing human community, the only one on whose training 
Plato bestows serious attention in constructing his ideal 
state is the fighting class. The state will, of course, also 
contain husbandmen and artisans, who ought, in his view, 
to be distinct from the warriors ; but it is only for the 
warriors that Plato works out an elaborate system of regula- 
tions. They, with the philosophers, form the guardians ox 
protectors of the whole community. 

It is not that he regards war as a normal incident of an 
ideal condition of human society — quite the contrary. But 
Plato’s state, though ideal, is not designed as a Utopia — it is 
not a fancy-state hut a pattern-state ; it is framed in view 
of the actual conditions of life in Greek city-states, in which 
it was an imperative condition of national prosperity that 
the state should he formidable in war. At the same time 
his — to a modern mind startling — view of the moral superi- 
ority of the class of warriors as compared with the classes 
engaged in providing for the material needs of the com- 
munity, is in harmony with the Greek conception of virtue, 
in which valour was more prominent than, it would be in 
a modern conception. This, no doubt, is an indirect effect 
of the political conditions. Accordingly, philosophers and 
warriors together make up in Plato’s ideal view a class of 
guardians for whom an elaborate system of training, drill, 
and regulation of Itte is worked out : a system modelled 
on that of Sparta, whose polity Plato ranked first among 
the actual forms of government of Greece, but designed to 
exclude far more completely the evils of selfish money- 
ge^iting domesticity. These evils, Plato saw, wereJnot'com| 
pletely excluded at Sparta ; because the Lycurgean system! 
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Whih (killing the men to a tardy and simple regimen, tad 
left the women undrilled ; and though the barrack life and 
common meals of Sparta severely limited the men’s enjoy- 
ment of wealth, the desire of heaping up riches for wife and 
family was practically found to render the Spartan only too 
accessible to the corrupting temptations of avarice. With 
a view, then, to a more absolute predominance of civic 
sentiment than Sparta had attained^ and with a ^ view, at 
the same time, to perfection of the breed of citizens, and 
to the distribution of functions according to fitness, Plato 
proposed to abolish private property and private families 
altogether for his class of guardians. 

This communism is strongly controverted by Aristotle ; 
and the prominence given to this controversy in his treatise 
on Politics has rather obscured the close and fundamental 
similarity between Aristotle's political ideal and Plato’s 
second-best state. For Plato himself came to recognise 
that his communism was not within the range of practical 
politics ; accordingly, in his “ second-best state ” — delineated 
in a dialogue, The Laios^ written many years later than The 
Bej)uhlic — ^he gives up his communism as regards both 
marriage and private property. He does not, however, 
abandon all hope of preventing by legislative interference 
the fatal division of society into rich and poor, which — as 
he emphatically teUs us in The Eepublic — “ made two states 
at war within a siugle city.”^ He now hopes to prevent 
this by constituting his citizens a body of landowners, with 
equal inalienable allotments of land, and strictly prohibited 
from acquiring movable property to the value of more than 
four times that of the allotment. The lots are not to be 
bought or sold, and each man is to leave his lot to his best- 
beloved son ; bis other sons he shall distribute to such of 
the citizens as are childless and willing to adopt them.” ^ 
Various other regulations are made to keep the lots equal. 
Should population be redundant, the magistrates are to keep 
it down, if possible ; or — ^if this be found impracticable — 
as a last resource they are to send out a colony. 

1 The Eepublic^ iv. 422, ^ The V. 740, 
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Aristotle criticises this scheme for preventing ineq^uality 
of property ; but he criticises it not^ as a modern might 
do, because it interferes too much with the natural laws of 
economic distribution, but because its interference does not 
go far enough. He considers that the scheme will break 
down for want of a fixed limit to the number of children 
in a family ; accordingly, he proposes to introduce such a 
limit in his ideal state. 

He criticises other points in Plato’s second-best state ; 
but viewing it as a whole we can see more clearly than he 
did how similar his own political ideal is to it in its broad 
features. Both Plato and Aristotle agree in regarding the} 
city-state as the final form of highly organised pohticah' 
society. In the view of both the state must not be larger 
than a single city, with the land required to support it, in 
order that the citizens may meet in one assembly, not too 
large fox effective deliberation, and may have the mutual 
knowledge required for a good choice of magistrates, and 
also required — ^in the view of the Grreek thinkers — ^for a 
good administration of justice. Indeed, on this point 
Aristotle’s conception is stricter than Plato’s : he criticises 
Plato’s latex state, 'which is designed to have a body of 5000 
fighting men, as too large. Both agree in regarding as the 
statesman’s end the realisation in the citizens of the highest 
attainable degree of human virtue and weU-being ; and of 
this, in the view of both, the highest mode is philosophy, 
the activity of the intellect in the attainment of knowledge. 
Both, again, hold that the realisation of virtue in a high 
degree is only to be expected from a select class of citizens, 
relieved from the necessity of providing themselves with 
the means of subsistence, and subjected to an elaborate 
system of education ; accordingly, in the view of both, the 
citizens are conceived as a body of landowners, living at 
leisure on the produce of their lots of laud cultivated by 
serfs. Both, accordingly, exclude husbandmen, artisans, and 
retail traders from citizenship. In the view of both the male 
citizens must in youth be thoroughly trained for war \ and 
both recofiuise — Plato in his second-best state no less than 



126 


DEVELOPMENT OF EDROPEAN POLITY 


LECT 


Aiistotle — that it is not in liumau nature for tliis body of 
armed citizens to submit to simple subjection to pbilosopMc 
rulers. Eoth, accordingly, agree in giving an important 
share of political power to the imlitary landowning class, 
but in different ways and degrees. In Plato’s scheme they 
have the right of electing the executive magistracy, and also 
the deliberative council to which the magistrates are to 
refer im])ortant matters ; to improve the quality of the 
council so elected lie proposes a division of the citizens into 
four property-classes, and a constitution so framed as prac- 
tically to increase the electoral power of the higher classes. 
Aristt>lle, on the other hand, ]>roposcs to give supreme 
deliberative functions to an assembly of all the citizens — 
ix, all the land-owning class — after they have passed the 
military agf3; he also proposes to give judicial functions to 
these citizens — assembled, I suppose, in large popular juries 
like those of Athens. 

The form of government, therefore, in Aristotle’s ideal 
State is materially nearer to democracy than that in Plato’s 
second-best vState if we consider only the distribution of 
power among the citizens ; but this difference will seem to 
us unimportant as compared with the fact that both agree 
in limiting citizenship to a class of landowners living at 
leisure on the produce of the labour of serfs. This leads 
me to a final point on which they are agreed in principle : 
namely, as to slavery. Both hold that there must be slaves, 
but they hold also that the slaves should he human beings 
naturally adapted for slavery, and that no Hellene should be 
owned as a slave.^ 

§ 3. This then, in brief, is the aristocratic ideal of the 
great Socratic thinkers — putting out of account that ideal 
monarchy, the rule of the man pre-eminent in wisdom and 
virtue, w'hich has clearly no relation to practical politics in 
Aristotle’s time. Eegarding his aristocracy from a historical 

^ In considr>ring the r(^laitioiii of Plato and Aristotle to actual slavery in 
Greece, we are apt to judge it too exclusively from tto Tnodern point of view, 
and to say sutumarily that they accepted and defended slavery. We ought 
also to recognise how much they were in advance of their age by disapproving 
slavery of Greeks. 
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point of view, we see clearly that the Spartan institutions 
have served as a model ; and, accordingly, both Plato and 
Aristotle agree in giving the Spartan polity a high place 
among actual Greek States ; it belongs to the class of states 
which Aristotle calls in a wide sense aristocratic,” as distinct 
from '' oligarchical,” i.e, states in which the aim of the 
constitution is to develop and politically reward merit in the 
citizens. 

Still, Aristotle does not consider that either his ideal 
polity, or anything like the Spartan — anything that could 
be called aristocratic — is to be generally recommended to 
the actual city-states that he knows. The tendency to 
democracy in these is recognised by him as too strong to 
admit of his recommending anything that could be properly 
called aristocracy for their adoption. AVhat he does recom- 
mend is what he calls in a special sense Constitutional 
Government” {TroXireta ) — Constitutional Democracy,” per- 
haps, conveys his idea better to a modern reader ^ — ^in which 
men of moderate means hold the balance between the ex- 
tremes of rich and poor, and a kind of fusion is effected 
between the opposing principles of oligarchy and democracy. 

This fusion or balance might be effected in different 
ways : on certain points it might be expedient to adopt 
both oligarchical and democratic arrangements in the con- 
stitution of the balanced state — e.g, both to fine the rich 
for not serving on juries, as was customary in ohgarchies, and 
to pay the poor for serving, as was customary in democracies,^ 
in order to secure the attendance of both. In other cases 
the required balance would be best attained by taking a 
mean between the two systems : — e.g. by making a moderate 
property qualification, which would admit the majority of 
free citizens, the condition of membership of the supreme 
deliberative assembly, instead of a high qualification as in 

^ Jiiat as the general term “ Constitutional Government,” or o, Constitu- 
tion/* if applied to European States in the first half of the nineteenth century, 
would have boon naturally understood to mean Constitutional Monarchy.*’ 
In the modem cabO the ijroblom preaonted to constructors of constitutions was 
— given a king, how is his power to be limited and balanced : by the ancient 
thinker the power of Demos would he naturally assumed in the same way. 
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oligarcldes. Or, again, a composite method of appointment, 
partly oligarchical and partly democratica], might be adopted : 
e.g. the appointments to the executive offices might be partly 
by suffrage — ^^vhich the Greets deemed an essentially oligar- 
chical or aristocratic mode of appointment — and partly by 
lot, which they regarded as the essentially democratic method. 
It was not, of course, to be expected that the adjustment of 
the balance would be exactly even, or the same in all cases : 
some constitutional governments would incline '"more to 
oligarchy, and some to democracy. But some such mixed 
constitution, in which neither the rich nor the poor are 
allowed to have their way unchecked, is what Aristotle 
recommends as a practicable ideal for the City-States of his 
age ; but he admits regretfully that its actual realisation is 
rare. The reasons for this I will give in his own words : — 

“ The reasons why most governments are either demo- 
cratical or oligarchical are, firstly, that the class of persons 
of moderate means is generally small in them ; secondly, in 
consec[uenGe of the disturbances and contentions between 
the commons and the men of property, whichever side gets 
the better, instead of establishing a government of a broad 
and equal kind, takes political supremacy as a prize of 
victory, and seta up either a democracy or an oligarchy.^’ 
Further, the two peoples which attain an imperial position 
m Greece, had regard solely to their own political aims in 
establishing, the one democracies, and the other oKgarchies 
in the cities under their rule, subordinating the interests of 
these cities to their own iatereat. For these reasons the 
intermediate form of government is either never realised at 
all, or only seldom and in a few States.’’ ^ 

This statement represents the amount of truth that I 
find in the arguments that have been urged by various 
writers, from Tacitus ^ downwards, against the possibility of 
a mixed fom of government. The experience of Greek 
history shows that the desired balance is at any rate cliffi.cult 

^ Politics f VI. (IV, ) xi. 16, 18, The ” two peoples ** are of course the 
Athemaa and the Spartan. 

* Annals t iv. S3. 
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to maintain ; one or other element tends to preponderate in 
the fusion and ultimately destroy the balance. To say that 
such a mixed form is impossible seems to me a hasty 
generalisation ; but the experience of Greece, as summed up 
by Aristotle, tends to show that it is likely to be rare. 

And it is evident that the fusion which he thought most 
widely practicable would incline rather to democracy, — this 
is why I have translated his term TvoXoreta ‘‘ constitutional 
democracj’ ’’ : it is a system in which the ultimate control ' 
would rest with the majority of the citizens. He evidently 
thinks it hopeless, in the Greek city-states of his age 
generally, to prevail on Hemos to resign this ultimate con- 
trol ; but it may be possible to })ersuade him to submit to 
checks and balances which may pre^vent the oppression of 
the rich few by the poor many. But even this he only 
hopes to effect in a stable manner in a society in which the 
class of persons with moderate means, being numerically 
strong, can be maintained in preponderance.^ 

§ 4. From a modern point of view it seems strange that 
Aristotle, in his recommendation of a mixed or balanced 
constitution, appears never to have thought of introducing 
monarchy as an element in the fusion. The explanation, I 
conceive, is partly that he did not find among the politicians 
he knew any man of such unique merit as to tender the 
allotment to him of so large a share of permanent power 
apparently reasonable ; partly that a real legitimate mon- 
archy was something not within the range at least of recent 
Greek experience. 

We find that Aristotle recognises five kinds of monarchy, 
besides the illegitimate, usurped, unnatural ” Tyrannis. 
But (1) one of these— the Spartan — can only be called 
kingship by courtesy ; the king is little more than a per- 
petual commander-in-ehief ; his power in civil affairs is 
insignificant, (2) Another species, the hereditary despotism 
that is natural to barbarians, he regards as beyond the pale 
of discussion for Greece. (3) The old kingship '^according 

^ Some a])prc>ximatian to AriMtotlo'a ideal appeai-s to have been attained 
in the third centmy. 
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to law ’’ of lieroic times was irrevocably gone ^ ; and (4) tlie 
elective perpetual dictatorship ^ which had been instituted 
in certain States in the first stage of the struggle between 
the gentry and the masses was also a thing of the past, 
Finally, (5) the rule of the Individual of Unique Merit, 
which stands first in the scale of merit in the Aristotelian 
classification of governments, was a purely ideal conception, 
in Aristotle's age at least. There was, therefore, no legiti- 
mate kingship really deserving the name “ within the range 
of practical politics for Greece in Aristotle's age ; and it is 
for this reason, I conceive, that it does not occur to him 
even to consider a fusion of monarchy with oligarchy, or de- 
mocracy, or botli ; for to suggest any balance or compromise 
with lawless Tyrannis would have been too daring a 
paradox.^ 

^ It ia noteworthy that Aristotlo does not conceive the polity of heroic 
tinaeg as being a balanced or mixed form of government : — he conceives the 
king's power as limited by law or custom, but does not regard it as shared 
with council or assembly. Aa doubtless his view of this pobty was derived 
from Homer, his authority may be cj^uoted on Grote’a aide of the controversy 
discussed in Lecture n. pp. 35-37 ; but I nevertheless take the other side, 

® See Lecfc, vi, p. 90. I do not know any historical instance of such a 
dictator (a.la-vij.vi^'ns) being elected for life ^ but instances were evidently 
known to Aristotle (see Politics xiv,). 

^ There is reason to doubt how far Aiiatotle really shared the conventional 
sentiment against Tyiannis ; but at any rate he does not expressly separate 
himself from it. 
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§ L We have now briefly conHidered the difierent types 
oE govornniient and transitions in (rreece to the end of the 
fourth century in their evolutionary order ; it being the aim 
of political science to get typos and the general causes of 
transition from one type to another as clear as possible by 
comparing instances. First, we examined the '' Primitive 
Polity/^ to be called monarchy if anything, but where it is 
interesting to note, in the council of sub-chiefs or elders 
and the assembly of the freemen in arms, undeveloped 
organs which become prominent respectively in the stages 
of oligarchy and democracy. Then we discussed the transi- 
tion to primitive oligarchy, of which the most prominent 
aspect is the reduction of the power of the king, and 
ultimately the substitution for him of an annual magistracy. 
The council then becomes the ruling organ ; the assembly 
was probably preserved, but the landowners of old family 
predominate in it. We observed different causes tending to 
give the assembly an oligarchical character, namely, conquest ; 
growth, especially in colonies, of new populations without 
political rights ; integration, under the influence of which 
small landowners and distant tend to drop out of the 
assembly ; increase of inequalities of wealth and economic 
servitude of poorer freemen. The next phenomenon con- 
sidered was Tyrannis — irregular, unconstitutional reversion 
to monarchy,’^ proba])ly, as in Athens, with constitutional 
forms preserved ; and we distinguished the earlier type 
developed out of the demagogue, and for which the reaction 
against early oligarchy gave the opportunity, from the later 
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foi which the employment of meicenaries was a favo-axiug 
condition. We noted that Tyiannis was a prevalent type 
at certain periods^ hut not a necessary stage through which 
Greek states passed. 

Then, when the earlier Tyrannis has, spealdng broadly, 
disappeared, the brilliant period of Greek history has 
begun which is generally characterised by a drift towards 
democracy. We can trace the progress in the democratic 
direction from stage to stage at Athens, where a stable 
democratic constitution is finally established at the end of 
the fifth century, which remains subLst antially unaltered up to 
the time of the subjugation under Macedonia. And elsewliere 
in Greece the same tendency to democracy is seen— though it 
does not by any means prevail universally. In one or two 
cases, as far as we know, the oligarchical form of polity 
maintains itself throughout this period ; more often we 
hear of oscillation between oligarchy and democracy. Also, 
in the later part of the time, the habit of employing 
mercenaries gives a new opportunity for tyrannis. Then 
the Macedonian predominance and empire closes the period 
of effective independence of the city-states, and we come 
to the last noteworthy product of the fertile inventiveness 
of the Greek mind in the department of political construc- 
tion : the Federal system, of which the remarkable develop- 
ment in the third century b.g. sheds a gleam of interest — 
not only for the student of political science, but for the 
ordinary reader — on the last stage of the history of 
free Greece, the period intervening between Macedonian 
predominance and the final absorption of Greece under 
Bonian rule. 

In considering the causes of transition from one 
form of government to another, we have so far directed 
our attention chiefly — ^putting conquest aside — ^to internal 
causes. Among these, economic causes are very important ; 
e.g. the growing inequality of wealth tended, as we saw, 
to alter the primitive polity in an oligarchical direction, 
making the poor freeman more dependent on the rich : 
while again the more extensive use of money, leading to 
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borrowing on the part of the smaller cultivators, aggravated 
this inequality into a felt oppressiveness, and tended both 
in Greece and Rome to movements against the i^rimitive 
oligarchy. Also — especially in colonies and commercial 
cities — the growth of new wealth, outside the privileged 
classes, was a cause making for change. 

But, apart from economic causes, one main impulse to 
change is, doubtless derived from the spread of the simple 
conviction that “ one man is as good as another ” — those 
outside the group politically privileged as good as those 
inside ; a conviction of whicli the practical effect would be 
continually strengthened by tin*, openness to new ideas— 
the weakening of the force of mere custom and habit— 
which the gradual civilisation and the mutual conmuinica- 
tion of so many independent communities would cause. 
This conviction is most obviously effective in the drift to 
democracy, but we may suppose it operative in earlier stages 
in a more limited form. Bor example, where as at Corinth, 
one or more annual magistrates chosen from the royal house 
are substituted for the king, we may suppose the opinion to 
have become prevalent that one man of royal blood is as 
good as another — and perhaps (as the Irishman in the story 
said) a deal better too,” since the occasional inefficiency 
of the hereditary king must have been a frequent argument 
for change. So again, when the chief magistracy is thrown 
open to nobles generally, we may suppose the conviction to 
have prevailed that one landowmer of old family is as good 
as another. 

But when we speak of the efficiency of the king or 
government, w^e have already passed the line separating 
internal from external relations of the coninuinity, since the 
efficiency of the primitive king was largely estimated with 
a view to war ; in fact, as we saw, the introduction of a 
chief, distinct from the liereditary king, is said to have been 
the first step in the process of change to oligarchy at 
Athens. And no doubt more generally, war was sometimes 
an important factor in producing a change in the form of 
vovermnent, and sometimes, on the other hand, a source of 
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stability^ wten the established government proved itself 
efficient. 

Wc have noted again that the development of the city- 
state out of the more primitive group of village communities 
was importantly favoured by the value of the protection of 
the walled town in war. 

And finally, the predominance of federahsm in the last 
stages of the history of Greece was chiefly caused by the 
necessity, after the Macedonian conquest of the Persian 
empire, of having states larger than the old city-state, to 
resist Macedonia and the large states formed out of the 
fragments of Alexander’s empire. I may add that the 
necessity of greater strength for defence in war has been 
the cause of federalism in medieval and modern Europe as 
well UvS in ancient Greece. 

§ 2. The time, in short, had come for the transition from the 
City-State to the larger political organisations which play the 
chief part in modern European history — Country-States ’’ 
we may call them. There were two inodes of transition by 
which city-states might pass into a country-state really 
united by patriotic sentiment as distinct from empire : the 
method of federation on equal terms, and the method of 
expansion and absorption. The former is that which 
prevails in this last period of Greek history when the 
Achaean and Aetolian leagues or federations attract the 
chief attention of the historian. The latter is that which 
enabled Eome to become mistress of the civilised world, 
and which we shall trace in the two following lectures. 
The scientific interest of this historical transition lies largely 
in a comparison of the two, 

Both processes, as I have said, are forms of transition from 
the distinctively ancient conception, expressed by the term 
“Polis,*' to the conception which is most familiar to the 
modern mind. We naturally think of a country,’^ not a 

city,” as the local habitation of a State ; indeed, we easily 
slide into using the word country in a double and mixed sense, 
— ^to mean sometimes a portion of the earth’s surface, some- 
times a political community inhabiting it, sometimes a fusion 
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of tlie two. Tims in any appeal to — any efEusion of — 
patriotic sentiment, the characteristics of the particular part 
of the earth's surface inhabited by the community occupy a 
prominent place ; to constitute the object of patriotic devotion 
the imagination seems to require this embodiment. When 
we think of the “ sea-girt isle ” of England, '' la belle France/’ 
or the German fatherland/' we often do not separate the 
coniinuni^ from the land, but fuse the two in one notion ; 
and in more than one case this fusion has had the poKtically 
inapoifcant effect of making it seem natural and right that a 
portion of the earth’s surface separated from the rest by 
marked natural boundariCvS should be the territory of a single 
state. And it is curious to note that while this blending 
of elements in the notion of country ” is so natural to us 
moderns, that it requires a little effort to distinguish the 
elements, we find the corresponding fusion in the Greek 
notion of polia ” difiS,cult and perplexing. I believe that 
moat moderns when they begin to learn Greek feel some 
wonder that a language so rich in subtle distinctions 
should use the same word for city ” and state.” 

Well, it is an interesting evidence of the transition in 
political thought, as well as political fact, which goes on 
in the third century b.c., that in Polybius’s history of the 
Achaean League, the word ethnos ” (nation) largely takes 
the place of the word pohs ” ; and the normal constitution 
of an Hellenic ethnos ” — which has now become the primary 
object of patriotic sentiment — ^is a federal constitution. 

§ 3. Federation of a rude kind is characteristic of early 
history, in fact, we may say that, in Greece as well as in 
Germany, the largest political society in the tribal condi- 
tion is normally a very loose federation of sub-tribes or 
cantons whose political union becomes closer as civilisation 
goes on. The sub-tribe or canton may also be called a 
sort of federation of villages. Thence comes the early 
‘‘integration” — the avvoncia^o ^ — which forms the city- 
state from the canton. Then the development of the city- 
state in Greece seems to check further integration ; and 
even, in some cases^—e.^r. Arcadia — to break up the wider 
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national imion. lienee^ in tte brilliant period of Greek 
history, it is in backward parts of Greece that federation 
seems to succeed. 

We learn from historians that — besides Achaeans and 
Aetolians — a union of this kind existed among the Phocians, 
Acarnanians, Epirots, and the more historically important 
Boeotians, during the palmy days of Greece. But this last 
instance illustrates the deep opposition to a really elective 
development of federalism which, during this period, was 
caused by the progress of political civilisation concentrating 
patriotic sentiment on the single city. This did not tend 
against union of some kind, for the city-state has its 
political consciousness and patriotic sentiment exalted by 
holding others in subjection, and is delighted to take any 
opportunity of doing this. But it tended powerfxdly against 
that union of co-ordination on an equal footing, which is the 
essence of federalism. Thus the position of the minor towns 
in the Boeotian league tends, so far as we see, continually to 
fall from that of members of a real federation into that of 
dependencies of Thebes ; and the same phenomenon is seen 
in the development of the league formed by Athens after 
the Persian wars. Hence, before the time of Macedonian 
predominance, it is only, as I have said, among the more 
backward portions of the Hellenic body that true federalism 
tends to be efiectually maintained, and especially among 
those where the development from rural canton into city 
had not been fully carried out. The Aetolian league, as 
Ereeman says, is even in the later federalist period a league 
of cantons, not a league of cities. 

It is not difficult to understand how the backward and 
primitive branches of the Hellenic race came to anticipate 
their more successful and brilliant brethren in this develop- 
ment, Tribes in the condition of the Aetolians or Acar- 
nanians, scattered in villages over a thinly populated territory, 
have their political consciousness imperfectly developed : 
hence, as they easily break up, they also easily combine ; 
hut in proportion as the importance of the idea of 
the state grew with the growth o£ the city that formed 
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its material embodiment, the combination became more 
difficult. 

§ 4. The old Achaean league was one of these federal 
unions of comparatively unimportant city-states. Hence 
the peculiar interest of the later Achaean league is that 
it is a league of cities in which the isolation of the; 
old city-state is overcome, while it still retains its leading 
characteristics. It is true that Sparta and Athens stand 
aloof and do not accept federation, excai>t very transiently 
and reluctantly. Bub other states of old prestige — 
Corinth, Megara, Argos, and the newer groat city ” in 
Arcadia— appear to accept it cordially, doubtless as the 
only effective means of carrying on a struggle— which for 
a time was partially successful — against later Macedonian 
supremacy. 

This aftergrowth of Hellenic freedom,” ^ as Ereeman 
calls it, dates Horn 281 B.c., forty years after the Lamian^s 
war (322 e.g.) which closes the old period of Greek freedom* 
with the vain struggle to throw ofi the supremacy of 
Macedonia, after Alexander’s death. During the wars of 
the Successors,” says jMr. Freeman/^ Greece became one of 
the chief battlefields of the contending princes. The various 
cities were indeed often flattered and cajoled. First Polysper- 
chon and then Demetrius . . , gave himself out as the 
liberator of Greece : ” but they both liberated cities only 
to become masters of them themselves. Generally speaking,! 
each Greek town became a fortress to he struggled for, to be| 
taken and retaken, by one or other of the selfish upstarts 
who were laying waste Europe and Asia in quarrels purely 
personal.” 

The revival of the old Achaean league took place, as I 
said, 281 b.c. But the critical step in overcoming the 
isolation of the city-states is not taken till thirty years 
later in 251 B,c,, by a man of political genius, Aratos, who 
persuades the old city-state Slcyon to apply for admission, 
Hitherto the towns of the league had been individually 
insignificant; but Sicyon had historic prestige. From this 

^ Federal Ucrvenimenif p. 177 (2nd od.). * Op. cU p, 180. 
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time tke league grows. Corinth joins in 24.3 b.c,^ then Megara 
and other states of north-eastern Peloponnesus. Then the 
“ gi'eat city'’ of Arcadia joins, its Tyrannus voluntarily 
abdicating, and other Arcadian to^vns. Then in 229 b.g. 
comes a further voluntary abdication of Tjrranid, and Au'gos 
of ancient fame is added to the league.^ 

After an unlucky conflict with Sparta (221 b.c.) the 
Achaean league goes through a period of weal^iess and 
dependence on Macedonia ; but it rises again before the 
end of the century, and when the resistless power of Some 
begins to predominate in Greece, the Achaean league is the 
leading pohtical community in southern, as the Aetolian 
league in northern Greece. Athens in this period is 
politically null, and such vigour as remains to Sparta does 
not enable it to vie with the league. 

The fundamental principle of the federation, broadly 
stated, was that the states forming it became one state so 
far as their relations to co mm unities external to the league 
were concerned, while retaining their origiual independence 
and plurality in all internal matters. There was an Achaean 
nation, with a national assembly,” ^ in which each of the 
federated states had one vote ; there was a national execu- 
tive, and also national tribunals to which, as to the assembly, 
“ every Achaean citizen owed a direct allegiance.” “No 
single city could of its own authority make peace or wax ” or 
treaties with foreign powers ; and it would seem that, by 
the general law of the league, no single city could receive 
or send ambassadors without the perinissioiL of the central 
government, — though there are several instances of the 
violation of this rule in the later times of the league, when 
imwilling cities had been annexed to it by force. On the 
other hand, each city determined with perfect independence 
its political constitution and laws, without any interference 
from the central government. It seems, however, to have 

1 Compare Switzerland; how in a.d, 1316-1363 the league of forest 
eantona after the battle of Morgarten (a.i). 1316) was joined by Luzern, 
Zurioh, Bom. 

* Cf, Freeman, Federal Government^ p. 202 (2nd cd,). 
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been an established principle of the federation that 
citizens of any one city were admitted to the private 
rights of citizenship, those of intermarriage and the 
possession of landed property, in the other cities of the 
league/’ ^ 

The national government was formally democratic, and 
non-representative : all citizens over thirty years of age in 
all the gities had a right to attend and speak in the 
national assembly, and the single vote of each city was, we 
may assume, determined by the majority of its citizens pre- 
sent on any occasion* But it is interesting to note how, by 
mere force of circumstances, the assembly practically acquired 
a prepondei’cantly representative and aristocratic character, 
except as regards the element drawn from the single city 
in which the meetings were held ; since attendance was 
unpaid, and the poorer freeman in other cities would ordin- 
arily be reluctant to incur the sacrifice of time and money 
that it involved. 2 

Again, though the assembly was constitutionally supreme, 
the practical dilScuity of having frequent meetings prevented 
it from attempting to administer current afiairs as the popular 
assemblies in Athens and other democratic city-states did. 
In fact its ordinary meetings were probably held only twice 
a year for three days each time ; and though extraordinary 
meetings could be summoned on occasion of special urgency, 
the power of summoning them seems to have rested with 
the executive. From this it followed naturally that the 
share of power exercised by the ten annually elected magis- 


^ Freeman, op, cit, p, UOi- 

® [There -was also a boule (couxiuU or senate), bub in our authorities 
there seems often to he] a practifal identification of council and assembly, 
[Some passages in Folybiusf look as if the two words were praeticaliy 
Synonymous. At any rate we may, I think, infer that the assembly usually 
consisted of the boule only, [other luembera probably not atf^mding]. 

It would seem from what wo hear of Xlhoclea, etc., that in other oases of 
democracy in the late period of somi-lndependence of certain Greek cities as 
Roman allies, the formal |<ovemmcnt by the assembly of citizens became a 
mere form. — Of. (Jiooro lu. xxxv. Taking Polybius xxix, v, along with 

Cieero*a account, one cannot resist the conclusion that the personnel of the 
“ Boulo ” and of the Assembly were practically the same. 
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trates, wto, under the presidency of the General — also 
elected annually — formed the executive, was practically 
much larger than that exercised by any executive magistrates 
in Athens ; or, we may assume, in democratic city-states 
generally. 
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§ 1. I NOW approach the portion f>f jtiy subject which 
presents a peculiar dilUculty,^ from the point of view of 
political science as coniparf^cl either with that which has 
gone before, or with that which will follow. The clilfexonce, 
generally speaking, between the scientific and the merely 
historical treatment of the forms of government and of 
political society w^hich history presents to us, is that in history 
proper we are concerned primarily with particular facts, and 
only secondarily wdth general laws and types, causes and 
tendencies ; 'whereas in Political Science we are concerned 
primarily with the general law^s and t}^e3, and only with 
any particular fact as a part of the evidence from which 
our general conclusions are drawn. Now in dealing with 
Greek history the distinction is easy to maintain : the great 
number of Greek city-states enables us — in spite of the 
great gaps in our knowledge of their constitutions — draw 
general conclusions without much difficulty as? to the different 
general types of government which tend to prevail at different 
periods in the development of the city-state, and the general 
causes wiiich tend to make the polity pass from one form 
of government to another. But when we turn to Rome, 
and try to trace the expansion of the City-State into an 
Empire, these resources for generalisation fail us. 
expanding, abaorbing, conquering, imperial, is something 
unique in history : there is, as the Roman poet says, nihil 
simile aut secundum -there have been many large empires 
under purely monarchical rule, bub none founded and held 
by a City-State under republican rule, which is meanwhile 
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expanding into a ConntTy-State. Hence in dealing with so 
unique a fact the treatment proper to political science can 
hardly be distinguished from that of ordinary history. 

In this difficulty, I think we should try to get as much 
aid as we can from ‘‘ Comparative Politics/’ by applying to 
the Roman polity in its republican stages the ideas furnished 
by Aristotle’s analysis and classification of the varied facts 
of Greek political life, and observing both resemblances and 
differences. 

Aristotle has been commonly believed to have included 
Rome among the constitutions which he studied : but what 
he said about it is entirely lost ; and we have no reason to 
believe that he gave it any special attention. He did 
not foresee that about half a century after his deaths 
the aiibinission of Taientum (272 b.o.) would bring the 
Greek colonies that had Hellenised south-east Italy — 
“Magna Graecia ” — ^finally under the dominion of Rome: 
that in less than half a century more (229 n.c.) the powerful 
Italian republic, now undisputed ruler of Italy, would inter- 
vene fox the protection of Greeks against the Illyrian pirates : 
and would be therefore formally admitted to the Isthmian 
Gaines and Eleusinian Mysteries as a member of the social 
union of Hellenic peoples : that in a generation more 
(200-197 B.o.) Greece as a whole would find her best 
wisdom in aiding with the Roman arms against Macedonia, 
and obtain from the Roman general, who was a professed 
admirer of Greek culture, a decreed freedom — ^if the term be 
not a contradiction : that then, in fifty years more (146 b.c.), 
the Roman sack of Corinth would practically extinguish 
Hellenic independence. 

But these events only concern us in a secondary and 
subordinate manner. It is more in our way to ask how 
Aristotle would have regarded the Roman constitution, if he 
had known as much of it as we know. I mean the consti- 
tution, as existing in his time, at the outset of the last 
quarter of the fourth century b.c. : when more than a 
generation had elapsed since the prolonged conflict between 
patricians and plebeians had been practically decided by the 
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Licjnip-Sextian lawsj and having subdued and partially 
absorbed her immediate neighbours, Eome was preparing for 
the final struggle with the Samnites for the supremacy in 
the peninsula. 

In the first place, it would have been clear to him that 
it was a kind of Constitutional Government ” in the widest 
sense in which he uses this as a special term, Le, a consti-> 
tution in which a sort o£ fusion or balance between the, 
principles of Oligarchy and Democracy was attained : but 
balance inclining to Oligarchy, and of the kind that in a 
common wide use of the word might bo called an Aristo- 
cracy ; since t]u‘ general administration of affairs was 
nuuniy in the hands of a senate, the vacancies in which 
were filled in the first instance by persons who had held 
the highest magistracies, having been elected to these by 
the votes of the assembly of the people, I conceive that 
Aristotle would have certainly held that some approximation 
to the kind of balance that he considers desirable between 
the Few and the Jlany, had been attained in the Eoman 
constitution : the Many having, not the management of 
public affairs, but — what Aristotle considers that they 
must have, if they arc to be free and contented citizens — ^ 
the power to choose their magistrates, and to call them to 
account after their term of office for gross misuse of their 
powers. But the method by which this balance had been 
attained was, in important r^jsperts, specifically unlike any- 
thing that had fallen under Aristotle’s observation. 

In the first place, it would have struck Aristotle as very 
remarkable that there was not one general assembly, but.; 
tiOQ, constituted in different w’ays, the assembly of the whole 
people in centuries and the meeting of plebeians in tribes A | 
The former of these was less democratically organised than 
the latter : its organisation — attributed to Servius Tullius — 
being, at first and probably at this time, such as to throw 
greater burdens of taxation and military equipment, and 

^ “ Tribps ** were divisions oTigiixally local and administrative, wluch 
became of political importanco through the development of the powers of the 
plebtian assembly. 
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greater political power, into the hands of the men of property 
arranged in classes according to a graduated scale of property 
qualifications : so that the preponderance lay with the well- 
to-do class, who also voted before the others : — ^whereas from 
the meeting of plebeians the gentry of old family were 
excluded. It would have seemed to him remarhable that 
while the former assembly had the power of electing to the 
high administrative offices — consuls, praetors, censors, — the 
latter plebeian assembly ^ had, in conjunction with uhe special 
magistracy that directed it, the constitutional right to call 
inagistratevS to account after their term of service and to 
fine them, though the power of finally deciding on capital 
punishment was reserved for the assembly in centuries, I 
do not know any case in Greece in which we have the least 
hint of a similar duality oC governing assemblies, No less 
peculiar would have seemed to Aristotle the popular magis- 
tracy by which the meeting of plebeians was directed and 
which was elected by them — ^the Tribunes ; whose power, 
though it was purely negative as regards administration, was 
yet extraordinarily unlimited. The tribune could only act 
positively as leader of the popular assembly : apart from 
the assembly he could only forbid, not command ; bnt there 
was no administrative act that was not subject to be checked 
by his intervention ; and to make the protection thus secured 
through these plebeian magistrates more thoroughly effective, 
the tribune's person was protected with a sacredness beyond 
that of any other magistrate. It was a grave offence even 
to interrupt a tribune while he was speaking. 

But it is even more remarkable to find that the main 
legislation of the community ultimately fell into the hands 
of this more popular assembly, from which the patricians, 
the gentry of old family, were — as I have said — excluded. 
We are told that long before this time a law had been passed 
making the resolutions of this plebeian assembly binding on 
all citizens — including the patricians who were not members 
of it ; and though in Aristotle’s age this legislative power of 
the plebeian assembly was still constitutionally subject in 

^ Ooncilm 
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some maimer to seaatorial or patriciaa control — in what 
maimer historians are not agreed — these restrictions were 
subseo^uently done away with (287 b.c.)> and before Eome 
became undisputed mistress of Italy the legislative com-^ 
petence of the plebeian assembly was complete. 

If Aristotle liad looked back for an historical explanation 
of this unique constitutional result, he would have found it 
in the intensity and obstinacy with which the struggle 
between ttfe old families and the new citizens or plebeians ” 
had been carried on in Kome during the first period of the 
history of the republic. The struggle had been so hardly 
foiiglit on both sides that the plebeians secrn to have organ- 
ised themselves into a kind of state within a state, with 
assemblies of their own under officers elected by themselves ; 
and had compelled the gentry to recognise the right of these 
officers to check at any point any action of the senate or 
ordinary magistrates that they judged to be oppressive ; and 
finally had brought them to xecogriise the resolutions of this 
plebeian assembly as having the force of law, 

§ 2. The intense and prolonged character of these 
straggles of the fifth and fourth century n.c. is all the more 
noteworthy because the first stage in the process of break- 
ing down the exclusive privileges of the gentry had passed,' 
without leaving any record of strife, while Rome was still 
under kingly rule. 

The original assembly of the Roman people {comitia 
ciiriala) was organised on what I may call the dam 
principle ” ; and though at least in its later form it included 
plebeians, the power of the old families was doubtless undis- 
puted in it— as in the Greek states generally in the time 
of primitive oligarchy. But this assembly, though it con- 
tinued to exist, does not appear to have had political 
importance at any time in the history of the republic. The 
function of electing magistrates, of infficting capital punish-' 
ment, and — at first — of legislation, had passed to the 
assembly in centuries, of which I just now spoke : ie. the 

^ That is, till the purely plebeian a^aombly obtained concurrent legislative 
power. 
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assembly not of families or clans, but of freeholders liable 
to military service in which the patricians and plebeians 
were arranged together in classes determined by a property 
assessment, on a plan somewhat similar to that adopted in 
the Solonian constitution at Athens. However, though^ 
the distinction of patrician and plebeian is swept away in 
the assembly, the exclusive right of the patricians to be 
elected to the chief magistracies remains, and it takes 
nearly a couple of centuries to get finally rid of it : the 
decisive step being taken in 367 b.c. when it is finally 
settled by the Licinio-Sextian law that one of the two 
consuls is always to be a plebeian. It is in the early part 
of this struggle that the plebeians organise themselves into 
an assembly of their own, under the presidency of their own 
plebeian magistrates, the tribimes, and obtain for these 
tribunes the power of vetoing the acts of the regular govern- 
ment. 

‘ How under this system the machine of government 
did not come to a dead-lock it must, I think, have puzzled 
many readers of Eoman history to guess ; and it certainly 
shows the Eomans to be a people of remarkable practical 
political capacity — able to work in practice a compromise 
that looks in theory so unworkable. 

But when the plebeians had triumphed in the constitu- 
tional struggle and secured the force of law for the resolutions 
of their plebeian assembly, another q^uestion arises : viz. 
why was the victory not carried further into complete 
democracy 1 Why in the century and a half that followed 
the termination of the struggle, while Rome is conquering 
the world round the Mediterranean, does the administration 
of affairs remain substantially aristocratic '? so that the 
plebeian assembly becomes an organ of legislation working 
normally in harmony with and under the influence of the 
senate, and the tribunate is changed from the leadership of 
popular opposition into one of the regular offices which a 
^rising plebeian of wealth and hereditary distinction takes 
on his way to the consulship and the senate ; and, in short, 
the distinction between the National assembly and magis- 
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trates and the assembly and magistrates of the Coynmons 
becomeSj for a long time, a mere survival of a conflict 
now extinct, in a nation practically governed by the gentry. 

I attribute this largely to the pressure of external 
struggles — conducted always mth idtimate success, but 
many times needing the utmost efforts and sacrifices. Such 
struggles tended to intensify the patriotism and martial 
spirit on w]iich they made demands ; and in a pcatriotic and 
martial people, feeling that they are well and successfully 
led, the habit of obedience to the existing government tends 
to grow strong. 

But an important part of the explanation (jf their 
acc|uiesGencc is to bo foutid, I think, in another character-*, 
istic of the Eoman Plebs at this period which distinguishes 
it very markedlyTrdm the Athenian Demos ; that its vot- 
ing in the plebeian assembly was decided by the majority 
not of individuals, but of the divisions originally local and 
administrative called tribes ; the divisions being so arranged 
that the rural element preponderated very decidedly over 
the purely urban. It is not too much to say that the cause 
of Eome’s success is largely to be fovmd in a peculiarly 
happy balance of urban and rural elements in the composD 
tion^of the state. On the one hand, the prominence of 
Rome In Latiuiu, which gave it first the headship of the 
Latin confederacy and afterwards enabled it to absorb the 
other Latin communities, seems due to its situation on the 
Tiber favourable for trade ; which developed urban life in 
Rome to an extent that no other Latin town could rival.^ 
On the other hand, in the political system of Rome, the 
purely urban element was— at least until the decay of the 
republic begins — remarkably subordinated. Originally the 
franchise in the assembly of tribes was conditional on land- 
ownership ; the original urban population being confined to 
four out of the large number of tribes— gradually increasing 
in the republican period up to thirty'five— into which Roman 

^ Mommsen romarkri imprt“^;dively on tlie greater political force and 
iraptitus which the urban ufmeentratiun of Home gave to Lakiaa aa oompv^red 
with mnU 
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citizens were distributed. Then, when with the growth of 
the city the landless members of the commimity had to be 
admitted, they were for some time confined to the four 
urban tribes ; which thereby became lower in prestige than 
the rest, as constituting a kind of sink into which the most 
despised elements of the free population — the freedmen 
owning less than a certain amount of land — ^were made to 
concentrate. The plebs of Eome in the pahny days of the 
Eepublic were, therefore, preponderantly of the kind that 
Aristotle thinks specially adapted for moderate or constitu- 
tional democracy : rustic cultivators who did not want 
to govern, but only to be secured against misgovernment. 
And we may add — what was beyond the range of Aristotle’s 
refl.ection — ^that only to a Demos like the Eoman, which 
conquered with the sword but held its conquests with the 
plough, was the expansion of a City-State into a strong 
imperial Country-State possible. 

Thus, then, it came about that when, after a prolonged 
struggle, the Eoman people had established a system of 
checks and controls over their governing class so ehective 
that, judged by Greek analogies, it seems likely to lead to 
complete democracy, they stopped at this point for the two 
centuries that decided the fate of Western civilisation ; 
leaving the administration of affairs in the hands of what 
in. Aristotle’s sense as weh as ours may be called an aristo- 
cratic ” body.^ 

§ 3. As regards the constitution of the governing class 
and its relations to the governed, a careful distinction must 
be drawn between different periods of Eoman bistory, 

Eor more than 150 years after the fall of the monarchy 
— ^the date of which is uncertain, as is the exact nature of 
the transition from monarchy to repubhc — the struggle 
prominent in Eoman history is between patricians and 

^ I may note one special cliaractenstio in wMoh. the Roman Government — 
until demoralised by conquest — ^would conform to Aristotle’s conception of 
Aristocracy as contrasted with Oligarchy : i.e. their concern for purity and 
simpUcity of manners, and the efiort that was made by the laws, and by the 
censors, to repress luxury. We are told that in 276 B.o. a man who had been 
twice consul was excluded from the senate for bavin cr too much silver plate I 



X 


ROME 


149 


plebeians. But this struggle is not a simple contest 
between the rich few and the poor many : it is this partly, 
but this complicated by a quite different struggle, between 
old families and new, the struggle of the rich plebeians to 
get their share of public offices and dignities. 

This is strikingly illustrated by the Licinio-Sextian laws 
(already referred to), passed in 367 B.o., after ten years of 
intense conflict, which constitute the most important turning- ’ 
point in the struggle between patricians and plebeians. The 
object of these laws was on the one hand to secure one of 
the two highest official posts — ^t^^^onsulships^ — to citizens 
outside the closed group of old families ; on the other hand 
to limit the amount of sheep and cattle that any citizen 
might pasture on the public domain, and the amount of^ 
public land that any individual might occupy — in theJ 
theoretically temporary but practically permanent way in 
which wealthy citizens got the use of public land ; also to 
compel landed proprietors to employ free labourers in a 
certain proportion to slaves ; and to relieve debtors from« 
the full burden of their debts by deducting interest already 
paid from principal. This aggregate of regulations clearly 
contains two heterogeneous elements ; one element repre- 
senting the struggle of the nowueaiix riches with the old 
families, and the other representing the struggle of poor with 
rich. What the mass of small rustic cultivators wanted 
was relief from the oppressive industrial competition and 
encroachments of the large capitalists : what Licinius and 
the leading plebeians cared about was admission to the 
offices. The comhination of heterogeneous elements is 
impressed upon us hy the startling fact that, as we are told, 
Licinius was one of the first persons condemned for exceed- 
ing the limit, fixed by his own law, of land allowed for*^ 
agricultural occupation. 

Hence we are not surprised to learn that when the 
victory is won, the leading plebeians coalesce with the old^ 
nnbihty^: so that a new nobility is formed, in which rank is 
given not by patrician extraction but by having ancestors 
who had held the highest offices. It is true that it never 
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became quite so close as the old : lowborn merit has a 
chance and can win its way to the consulship, especially in 
the first century after the admission of plebeians to the 
consulship, while Borne is conquering Italy (367—272 b.o,). 
Still in the main the governing few have a marked tendency 
to hereditariness, and gradually a state of things is brought 
about in which the scions of consular ” or senatorial ” 
families do not quite monopohse the offices and the vacancies 
in the senate, but they secure the hon’s share of them.^ 

It was the new nobility so constituted that, as re- 
presented by the senate, was practically supreme in the 
administration of ailairs at Borne, when Borne was conquer- 
ing its empire. But, though preponderantly oligarchical, 
this government did not resemble one of those “ Govern- 
ments of the Bew ” of which Aristotle speaks. 

For in Boman constitutional theory the assembly of free 
citizens — in its singular double form — remained the highest 
authority in the community, and was fully conscious of its 
sovereignty ; the assembly of the centuries elected the 
consuls, praetors, censors, and from time to time a popular 
candidate was carried against the wish of the nobility. It 
also was the final court of appeal when serious conflicts arose 
among the authorities practically governing ; it alone re- 
tained always the old right of declaring ofiensive war, and 
the senate was accustomed to bring before it difficult or 
invidious questions of peace and alliance : all new laws 
were passed either by this assembly or the plebeian assembly 
in tribes. But legislation was mainly, as I have said, done 
by the plebeian assembly ; and this very fact shows strik- 
ingly how the power of the senate was maintained by 
persuasion and management of the commons, not by coercing 
‘and excluding them from pohtioal rights. Though the 
senate for nearly two eventful centuries — between the 
practical termination of the old struggles of patricians and 
plebeians and the revolutionary period initiated by Tiberius 
land Cains Gracchus — practically determined in most cases 

^ PauUus, conqueror of Macedonia, was ckosen for liia merit, “ a rarity in 
168 B.a,” says Mommsen. 
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what laws should he passed, it found it convenient to do 
this chiefly by means of the plebeian assembly and the 
plebeian magistracy (probably to prevent popular opposition 
to its measures) : and from time to time, no doubt, it had 
to give way and allow measures to be passed which were 
not to the taste of the nobility — ^though the power of each 
tribune to check the action of another tribune as well as of 
other magistrates became a valuable constitutional weapon 
to prevent this. 

§ 4. But, it may be asked, how is it that the old conflict 
between poor and rich^ — which we have seen to he one 
element of the struggles of the fifth and fourth centuries b.o. 
between the old nobility and the plebeians — did not go on 
equally in the third and second century, under the regime 
of the new aristocracy of consular and senatorial famihes 1 
Why does it subside until, in the latter half of the] 
second century b.o., the Gracchi conjure up the spirits of" 
revolution 1 

• The answer is to he found in the results of the series of 
success bd wars which Eome was, as I have said, waging 
during this period : because the method by which the 
Eoman government staved off agrarian discontent during 
this period of conquest was also the method by which it| 
solved the difiicult problem, how a city-state was to hold in j 
firm grasp an immense empire. Italy was subdued, as we ' 
know, step by step, and while the process was going on, it 
was the practice of Home to exact from the conquered a 
portion of their land.^ This land belonged in the first instance 
to the community, and large portions of it were allowed to 
be occupied at a low nominal rent by the rich ; still from 
time to time great masses of the newly conquered land were ] 
distributed among the Roman citizens to he held in complete I 
ownership. To a considerable extent, but not altogether, 
this was done by founding coloniae : winch must he dis- 
tinguished from the ordinary Greek colonies {airoifclai), as 
the colonists did not become the germ of a new independent 

^ Ono-tilird ordinarily ; but the amount seems to liavo varied i aometimes 
ev“n the -wtiol® W ' fnrfp^i 
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state.^ They sometiines remained Roman citizens fully 
qualified — in other cases they were in the position occupied 
in early days by the inhabitants of Latixun, who were not 
citizens of Rome. That is, they were distinguished from 
other dependent allies of Rome by certain privileges — of 
which the most important was that Roman citizenship 
could be obtained by holding office in a Latin colony, so 
that the most talented and aspiring elements in these 
towns were continually absorbed in the dominant city- 
state. Partly in this way, partly by the sense of com- 
munity of language and race, the tie of these Latin colonies 
to Rome proved suffiLciently strong to stand — ^in the main — 
the severest strain put upon it {e.g. the darkest hour of 
HannibaTs invasion) : thus Latin colonies as well as those 
of Roman citizens remaining such, formed an ellective net- 
work of garrisons — connected by the well-known military 
roads of Rome — maintaining Roman dominion in other 
parts of Italy : while they also formed a group of centres 
from which the Latin language and civilisation gradually 
spread over the peninsula. They therefore play an im- 
portant part in the remarkable and unique process of trans- 
formation by which the city-state on the Tiber was changed 
into a country - state extending over Italy, while stiH 
retaining the form of polity appropriate to a city-state : 
— still recognising as the constitutionally supreme organ of 
government the assembly of Roman citizens, meeting in the 
market-place of Rome. 

Also, as I began by sa3ring, these colonies were outlets 
for staving off the agrariart demand which from time to 
time tended to arise among the smaller cultivators that 
formed the mass of the Roman assemblies and armies : 
while from time to time a part of this demand was satisfied 
by allotments of public land without garrison duty. 

The position of the Roman colonists was not without its 
drawbacks : at first, as we may imagine, their relations 
with the old inhabitants of the towns to which they were 
sent were by no means friendly. These old inhabitants 

1 They resembled the KXTjpovx^at of Athens. 
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were, for the most part, compulsorily transformed into 
members of the Roman state, but without pohtical privileges 
— cives sine suffragio : and it is not surprising that we hear 
from time to time of a colony revolting and killing or 
expelling the Roman intruders. In time, however, the old 
inhabitants coalesced with the new citizens and often 
received the suffragium. Thus the Roman state came to 
consist of citizens of two Idnds, a continuous body inhabit- 
ing the territory round Rome, continually enlarged by new 
absorptions till it reached the utmost limits to which it 
seemed possible to extend the environing country of a city- 
state : and besides this a network of colonies, whose members, 
in some but not all cases, retained and handed on to their 
descendants the full qualihcations, civil and political, of 
Roman citizens~the political citizenship remaining practi- 
cally latent so long as they were colonists, hut capable of 
being exercised it ever they transferred themselves to Rome. 

In this way, through the double process of absorbing 
conquered enemies and providing room for the expansion of 
her own body, the settlement on the Tiber grew into a 
state containing — at the middle of the second century n.o. 
— 328,000 citizens capable of bearing arms ; a monstrous 
polls ” in Aristotle’s view. 

Here its growth stopped for a time, and even temporarily 
receded. After 177 n,c. we hear of no new allotments of 
land, except in a single colony in Picenum 157 b.c. It 
would appear that there was no more public land ia Italy 
to divide except what was in the occupation of the rich 
men, who would not give it up without a severe struggle. 
But the demand of the poorer citizens for land — which was 
an important social cause of the expansion — still continued. 
Hence when the century of revolution begins, that lasts 
from the tribunate of Tiberius Gracchus to the battle of 
Actium — the century of conflict, dissolution and agony, 
bewildering, violent and bloody, through which the republic 
changes into the new imperial monarchy destined to linger 
in the East till the very verge of the modem world — ^the 
question with which it begins is again the old agrarian 
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question tossed between the patricians and plebeians ; the 
“ Sempronian ” agrarian law of Gracchus is a revival of the 
agrarian law of Licinius passed nearly two centuries and a 
half before. 

Extensive allotments of land appear to have been made 
in execution of the Sempronian law ; and in a few years 
the number of citizens capable of bearing arms is stated 
to be nearly 400,000. A further enlargement was hardly 
possible in the direction of the traditional policy bf exten- 
sion : the next step to be taken could only be the inclusion 
of the other Italians who had by this time become almost 
as completely Latin in language and civilisation as the 
Eoman colonies, so that the privileges of the latter had come 
to seem irrational and inequitable to those excluded. And 
this step is taken soon after the end of the second century ; 
but it is forced on Rome as a result of civil war, and 
belongs in its causes and effects to the long process of 
revolution. 

§ 5. It does not faU within my plan to narrate the steps 
of this revolution ; but I will briefly note some of the main 
features and causes. Eirstly, in every act of the protracted 
drama it is made very clear to the attentive observer that 
what is breaking down is not the government of a pure 
oligarchy or aristocracy, hut of an aristocracy whose normal 
highest organ, the senate, has all through its rule had to 
recognise the ultimate sovereignty of a popular assembly, 
and the executive authority of magistrates elected by it : 
while it has in fact practically used this assembly as the 
chief organ of legislation. The “ habit of obedience ” on 
which all orderly and tranquil government rests was, in the 
Roman state, a habit of obeying laws passed by the assembly 
of plebeians in tribes on the proposals of its tribunes as 
much as it was a habit of submitting to the decrees of the 
senate. This fact is of fundamental importance — especially 
among so constitutionally-minded a people as the Romans 
— when the senate has to defend the traditional political 
order against revolution. It explains the startling want of 
direct resistance shown by this proud nobility, so strong, as 
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it seems, in establislied power and traditional prestige^ at the 
outset of the revolution period ; when an audacious tribune 
(Tiberius Gracchus) bids defiance to them, and the assembly 
under his leadership gets out of their management and passes 
sweeping measures against their interest. For direct resist- 
ance — ^to lay hands on a tribune, to oppose obstinately the 
will of an assembly whose legislative authority is as estab- 
lished and traditional as their own administrative authority 
— >this Would be itseK revolution, and would destroy the 
advantage of their position as defenders of order. They let 
the tide of democratic legislation go over their heads, and 
bide their time ; when the Gracchi are no longer tribunes, 
they take a deadly revenge ; but even then they dare not 
reverse the most important part of their legislation. 

This pohtical condition is an important factor in deter- 
mining the form taken by the long process of change from 
republic to monarchy. But the causes that make the change 
inevitable lie deeper in the moral condition of the govern- 
ing class. The nobility who had the courage and wisdom 
necessary for the task of conquering the world of circum- 
Mediterianean civilisation, had not the self-restraint required 
for governing it justly when conquered. The assembly of 
kings,” as Pyrrhus’ ambassador called them, is transformed 
to a great extent into a gang of venal and avaricious tyrants. 
But here again it is to be noted that the conditions of their 
government arc such that their corruption carries with it the 
corruption of the popular assembly also. We watch, as we 
read this dark chapter of history, not merely the degenera- 
tion of an oligarchy, but also the demoralisation of an unde- 
veloped democracy. To keep their power, the plunderers of 
the provinces throw large handfuls of the plunder to the 
people at home : in fetes and shows of increasing splendour, 
in distributions of corn first at low price, then at merely 
nominal prices, in wholesale bribery at elections. Thus — 
and especially by the distributions of com when these have 
become regular and practically gratuitous — ^the old assembly 
of solid, honest, martial peasant-citizens who trooped in to 
vote in theix great market-town with a genuine sense of 
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civic dutjj turns into a metropolitan luolb swollen by the 
most worthless elements of the widely dispersed mass^ of 
Homan citizens, drawn to Rome by the prospect of eating 
the bread of idleness.^ 

This change is, of course, intensified by the extension of 
citizenship to the Itahans generally — after the war between 
the Roman State and its confederated Italian allies (90-89 
B.o.) — ^inevitable as that measure was ; and thus before the 
transition to what is practically monarchy arrives, the 
qualification of the Roman popular assembly to legislate 
and elect governors is more glaringly and hopelessly gone 
than the qualification of the senate to administer the Empire. 

1 E must be borne in mind tbat membership of any of the thirty-five 
tribes into which the Roman people was divided — though at first attached 
to residence in a certain district — had long ago come to be handed down as a 
hereditary personal right in the families of cifcns who had originally 
acquired it by residence ; and, in the latest period of the history of the 
republic, was not limited by any condition of owning landed property. 
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HOME (continued) 

§ 1. In my last lecture I endeavo'uied to trace briefly tbe 
development of tbe peculiar balance between obgarcby and 
democracy, wbicL. tiie Roman constitution presents to us,' 
from tbe early time of bitter conflicts and gradually com- 
pacted compromises througb tbe brilliant period of prosperous 
expansion of the civic body and extension of imperial rule 
to the final decay and transition to monarchy. 

But before passing to consider the characteristics of the 
government that was formed out of the ruin of the old 
republican constitution, I ought to note that Polybius, in the 
account he gives of the Roman constitution in his time (first 
half of the second century b,c.), finds in it a ** monarchical ’’ 
element which I have so far left in the background. He 
regards the constitution of Rome as a combination of the 
three forms recognised in the current classification — 
Monarchy, Aristocracy, Democracy — ^that is, he regards the 
consuls as representing the kingly element^ and says, indeed, 
that the three elements are so fittingly distributed and 
balanced that not even a native can say definitely which 
preponderates. 'This is an important judgment of an observant 
and thoughtful contemporary ; and no doubt we may infer 
from it that both the power and the dignity of the highest 
magistrate were decidedly greater in Rome than that of the 
corresponding ofiB.cial in any Greek city - state known to 
Polybius, and so far came nearer to monarchical power and 
dignity. We cannot, indeed, infer that the older type of 
oligarchy in Greece did not afiord examples of polity 
resembling the Roman in this point ; but we do not posi- 
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tively know of any such example, and I think we may infer 
that Polybius knew of none. The difierence is connected 
with the fact already noted that the Roman national 
assembly did not attempt to govern, but was content with 
the power of electing its governors, and, in extreme oases, 
callmg them to account ; on the other hand, the senate, 
although it became practically the supreme organ of admin- 
istration, always remained in theory the counc^ whose 
advice the chief magistrate was bound to take in all im- 
portant matters rather than the governing body whom he 
was constitutionally bound to obey. 

It is important to bear in mind, in considering the 
government of Rome before the period of revolution begun 
by the Gracchi, that the practical control of the senate was 
much greater than its formal power. On the one hand, 
in matters which the assembly formally decided, it usually 
accepted the decision proposed to it by the senate ; on the 
other hand, in matters in which the magistrates could 
formally act independently, the habit of deferring to the 
senate was firmly established. StiU, the magistrates and 
the assembly combined — even the plebeian magistrates and 
plebeian assembly — covdd make the most important changes 
against the will of the senate, without violating the accepted 
constitution ; and unless we bear this in mind, wc cannot, 
as I said, interpret rightly the phenomena of the age of 
revolution. 

Still I do not think that Aristotle would have recognised 
the characteristics of monarchy in the consulship, as it 
existed in his time or the time of Polybius, so far, at least, as 
the relations of the consuls to citizens are concerned. I say 
citizens, because the power of the consul— or the proconsul 
or propraetor — -over soldiers on a campaign, and over the 
subjects of the Roman state, was much more extensive : it 
may be fairly said that in the proviaces, for the term 
of their appointment proconsuls reigned monarchically, — 
accordingly, as we shall see, it was this proconsulare 
imperium made permanent in a single hand, which formed 
the main element in the power of the early emperors. 
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Blit in their relations to citizens, the powers of the 
consuls — in Aristotle’s time and later — were very unlike 
anything he could have called ldngly» Not only was (1)* 
the duahty a great Umitation ; hut also (2) the power of 
check constitutionally given to the tribunes ; moreover, (3) ^ 
in the latter half of the fourth century the consuls had lost! 
the iudicial function, which had been separated off and 
allotted to the praetors, and the important power of revising 
the list *of senators which now belonged to the censors. 
Further, as I have said, in all their more important 
functions they normally acted as a mere executive of the^^ 
senate, to which body they were effectually subordinate.^ 
Originally, no doubt, consular power had a much closer' 
resemblance to kingly power ; and it is interesting to note' 
the two processes of transition by which first the extensive 
powers possessed by individual magistrates were gradually 
differentiated out of the original unity of the royal power ; 
and then, when the xepubhc changed back into monarchy, 
the new imperial power grew out of a reunion of some of 
the divided elements. For though the imperial rule in 
Rome is introduced at the close of a long period of 
sanguinary lawlessness, we are not to regard it as essentially 
irregular and unconstitutional in its nature, hke the Greek 
Tyrannis ; on the contrary, notliing is more remarkable 
than the efforts of Augustus to drape the new absolutism 
in the garb of constitutional authority, and fit it in to the 
complex historical system of powers which had existed 
before it. 

§ 2. Of these two transitions — ^from monarchy to republic 
and, after nearly five hundred years, back again from 
republic to monarchy — ^the former is veiled from close scrutiny 
in the mist of legend. We can be sure, as we saw in an earlier 
lecture,^ that the transition was peculiarly violent in its 
maimer, from the intense and lasting traditional aversion to 
the idea of kingship which it left behind — an aversion which 
gave powerful aid to the nobility in the earlier period of 
the republic, when any popular leader became formidable 
1 Lecture iv. p. 63. 
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and had to be crushed ; and even at the close of the 
republic it is clear from Plutarch that the conspirators 
against Csesar relied upon tliis traditional popular aversion. 
And we can also be sure that the original consuls were 
much more like kings in the range of their powers than 
those of more historic times, just as the first magistrates who 
held office for a limited period at Athens were. The early 
consuls possessed the judicial function which was after- 
wards, as I have already said, separated and given to the 
praetors — the only intervention of the assembly being 
the right of appeal in the case of capital punishment. They 
had the revision of the list of the senate, and doubtless 
considerably greater freedom in the filling up of vacancies 
than was oustomariLy allowed to the censors of later time ; 
and they had no tribunes to check them. The only 
difierence in fact between their power and the kingly power 
was that which inevitably followed from the short duration 
of the office, which made them efiectively responsible after 
the office was laid down lor lawless acts committed during 
its tenure ; and the check exercised by the ‘‘ collegiality,^’ 
as the Germans say — the duality as I have called it — of the 
consulship. This duality was doubtless introduced with 
this object. The Romans did not at first conceive that any 
outside control could be exercised on the highest magistrate 
during his tenure of office, without interfering with the 
effectiveness of government ; he might be called to account 
and severely punished after he had laid down office, but 
if order was to be preserved, the commands of the consul 
while consul must be obeyed whether constitutional or 
unconstitutional. The only way, therefore, of preventing 
tyrannical acts was to have two consuls, each of whom had 
the power to intervene and nullily the commands of the 
other. The danger of divided government — especially at 
crises — ^was not overlooked, but it was thought that this was 
sufficiently avoided by the power reserved to either consul 
of nominating a dictator for six months. As, however, 
both consuls belonged to the closed group of old families, 
during the first century and a half of the republic, the 
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check afforded hy duality was naturally found insufficient 
by the plebeians : and hence the tribunate was instituted 
— ^with the unlimited right of checldng, separated from the 
right of giving positive commands — to protect the plebs^ 
against the consuls. 

Then, as I have already said, other important elements 
of the kingly power were taken away, piece by piece, and 
placed under separate management similarly dual or plural. 
First the ‘censorship was instituted for the management of 
finance and the periodical revision of the list of citizens,^ 
and their arrangement in classes for military and civil 
purposes, according to the amount of their pecuniary 
resources. The censors also had, as I have said, the 
function of filling up vacancies in the list of senators, and 
an important power of excluding from the higher ranks of 
senators and knights, on account of scandalous immorality, 
or even extreme luxury. In the exercise of this delicate 
function the duality of the censorship was doubtless 
important, as the influence of private enmities was kept in 
check by the necessity that both censors should concur in 
the mark of disgrace. 

Then, further, in the critical year 367 b.c., when one 
consulship was secured to plebeians, the judicial fimction- — * 
so far as civil jurisdiction went — ^was separated from the 
magistracy thus thrown open, and given to a colleague of the' 
consuls — at first only one — called by the old name of praetor. ^ 
About a century and a half later a second “ praetor* 
peregrinus ” was added for dealing with suits between 
foreigners, or citizens and foreigners : then, as the Roman 
dominion beyond Italy grew, four more praetors were 
gradually added — increasing the whole number to six — at 
first for the administration of the first four transmarine 
provinces of Rome ; but ultimately the establishment of 
permanent special courts of criminal jurisdiction led to the 
employment of all six — after SuUa eight — ^praetors in 
judicial functions. The provinces were thus definitely 
handed over to proconsuls and propraetors — i.e, literally 
vice-magistrates ’’ who were normally consuls and praetors 
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with their “ impexium (power over non-citizens and 
soldiers on service) prolonged for a year after their year of 
office. The practice of employing these vice-magistates 
had gradually become regular and extensive, as the number 
of provinces increased — ^praetors being only created for the 
first four. 

Meanwhile the tribunate had been instituted as above 
described : and thus we have, while the republic flourishes, 
the old kingly power — developed and enlarged by the 
progress of empire and civilisation — exercised in fragments 
by difierent magistrates : always on the plan of “ collegiality,” 
so far as their civil power over citizens went, though the 
imperium ’’ was exercised over non-citizens and soldiers on 
ser7ice by proconsuls and propraetors singly. 

We may note in passing that this splitting up of 
executive authority naturally tended to increase the practical 
power of the senate, which supplied the unity that every 
effective government needs in administration — the unity 
which in England is supplied by the Cabinet, the control of 
which oyer the heads of executive departments has also 
been developed, like the control of the senate, to meet a 
practical need, and without any formal constitutional 
assignment of power. If time allowed, it would be 
interesting to dwell on the gradual growth of the senate, 
from a council with purely advisory functions, customarily 
asked for advice by the primitive king and afterwards by 
the early consuls, into the practically supreme organ of 
ordinary administration with preponderant influence on 
legislation, which it was — as we have seen — ^in the third 
and second centuries b.c., up to the beginning of the 
revolutionary period. Here I wiU only say that its power 
tended naturally to increase as empire grew and civilisation 
advanced, as the growing amount and variety of the work 
to be done necessitated a more systematic division and 
assignment of departments than had been required in 
earlier days. Thus it was the senate that distributed the 
I difierent provinces among magistrates and pro-magistrates, 
I and assigned to each his equipment in troops, money, and 



XI 


noMM 


163 

staff : and thus ultimatelj the whole supreme management 
of public finance, the government of the growing empire, 
the regulation of foreign affairs, fell practically into its 
hands. Composed, as it was, largely of ex-officials on the 
principle of life membership, it was an excellently con- 
stituted body for maintaining consistency of policy and 
preserving and handing on the results of political experience 
— which the system of annual magistracies rendered it 
difficult to preserve otherwise. 

§ 3. Let us now turn to the transition from an imperial 
commonwealth to a monarchically ruled empire. I have 
already indicated that one important cause of this transition 
is the inadequacy of the form of government adapted to a 
city-state for the task of imperial rule. This inadequacy 1 
has two aspects : (1) in respect of the citizens of the 
Eoman state ; and (2) in respect of the allies or subjects. 

It was inadequate so far as the citizens were concerned, 
because of the unwieldy size to which the old city-state had 
swollen by the process partly of expansion, partly of semi-| 
compulsory absorption of neighbours, which has been! 
described in the preceding lecture. At the same time this 
enlargemeut of size was from another point of view necessary 
to render Eome physically strong enough fot the work of 
conquest and empire. Had the Eoman state kept itself 
within the limits that seemed to the 'G-reek thinkers 
desirable — and that were desirable for the satisfactory 
working of the political institutions of a city-state with 
supreme power formally vested in an assembly of citizens 
meeting in the forum — ^had it kept within these limits, 
then, however valorous the Eomans might have been man 
for man, the mere fewness of their numbers would have 
rendered it impossible for them to hold and keep an empire. 
Still, though the growth was none too large for the work 
that Eome was called to accomplish, it inevitably rendered 
the form of government unsuitable to so expanded a 
community. At the same time when the century of 
revolutionary transition was begun by Tiberius Gracchus 
(133 B.O.), the state was, as we have seen, from another 
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point of vieWj too restricted^ since the Italian allies were 
still outside, for when Latin civilisation had spread through 
the peninsula, the political difference in Italy between 
Roman citizens and others was felt to be a survival without 
justification. Pinally the government was inadequate so 
far as the provincial subjects of Rome outside Italy were 
concerned, in consequence of the imperfect control main- 
tained by the central government over the “ vice-magistrates/^ 
who exercised ahnost monarchical powers in their respective 
provinces and too often used their power unscrupulously 
as a means of private gain. 

Then, as I explained in the last lecture, under the 
influence of empire the efficiency of the central government 
steadily decayed in its two elements, the aristocratic and 
the democratic, alike. The corruption of the governing 
nobility, through the plunder of the provinces, brought with 
it a concomitant demoralisation of the popular assembly by 
their share of the plunder ; and this latter effect was 
aggravated by the extension of the citizenship beyond the 
limits within which an effective community of civic senti- 
ment, and a tolerable representation of the citizens by the 
assembly in Rome, could be maintained. And the condition 
was one in which the removal of one defect must tend to 
aggravate another. 

In short, when Rome with its circumjacent territory, 
and the network of colonies beyond, counted close on 
400,000 citizen-soldiers, the city-state was already strained 
to its utmost hmits, though the citizenship of the colonies 
was recognised as only latent. But when the political 
inequahty between the Romans and their Itahan allies was 
at length in the main removed, and the latter had forced 
their way into citizenship, and the Roman state extended 
continuously through the peninsula — ^to the Po, and then 
up to the Alps — ^both the pretensions of the metropohtan 
moh to represent what had now practically become a 
country-state grew more palpably absurd, and the mob itself 
got worse. 

Purther,, a corresponding, fateful change took place in 



XI 


ROME 


165 


the army. Up to the end o£ the second century b,o., the 
old idea of military duty imposed on citizens with a certain 
property qualification retained its force : the citizen-militia 
felt itself to be the Roman people in arms, the tie of civic 
sentiment that united the members to each other was real 
and strong, and in their corporate sentiment the sense of 
belonging to the Roman constitutional state predominated 
over the sense of being the army of a given general. But 
in the firs\ century b.o. — after Marins — all this is changed : 
the extension of citizenship diminishes the civic sentiment ; 
an increasing part of the army — cavalry, light -troops, 
slingers — comes to consist of non-citizens ; even for the 
infantry the old property quahfication is abandoned, the 
army is formed by voluntary enlistment from all citizens 
indiscriminately ; it comes to consist more and more of 
the more unstable elements of the population, attracted by 
the hope of plunder and ultimate allotments of land, for 
which they look to their general : thus^ the tie that binds 
the army to the general comes to be stronger than the 
sentiment of civic duty, and the army has become an 
appropriate organ of military despotism. 

This is perhaps the most decisive element in the causes 
of transition. Sulla could restore the old aristocratic, 
system, giving the Senate greater formal power than before 
but he could not restore the predominance of the govern-' 
ment of the city over the masters of the legions. 

When, by the instances of Marius and Sulla, of Pompeius 
and Caesar, this inevitable predominance of military com- 
mand, and the impotence of the civic authorities to resist it, 
were abundantly manifest, the only possible mode of main- 
taining order and the unity of the empire would seem to be 
to concentrate the command of the legions permanently in 
one hand. But in the first period of the empire this is not 
done by openly creating a monarch, but merely by concentrat- 
ing in one hand and making permanent the powers which 
republican proconsuls had always exercised in the provinces. 
Instead of many proconsuls and propraetors succeeding each 
other with powers practically almost independent within 
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tlie limits of tteir provinces —only under the palpably 
iaadequate control exercised by the danger of a prosecution 
after theic return — and coming with ever-fresh greed to the 
brief opportunities of plunder^ we have a supreme procon- 
sular power extending over all the provinces and all the 
legions. And there can be no doubt that, notwithstanding 
all the troubles caused by the doubtful imperial elections, 
the provinces gained vastly by the change during the 
period of the early Empire ; for Syria, Egyjpt, Spain, 
Gaul, Africa, the early Empire is a time of marked material 
well-being. 

The primary element, then, of the original imperial 
authority consisted of the proconsular power concentrated 
and made permanent. The emperor is not king over 
Roman citizens, but he is master of thirty legions of 
Roman soldiers.^’ And it is to be noted that such a change 
was much less offensive to the traditional constitutional 
sentiment of Romp than if Augustus had made himself 
perpetual consul — as he seems to have first intended — or 
dictator ; because the proconsular power, exercised only over 
provincials and soldiers on service, had always been con- 
ceived as more indefinite in extent and duration than the 
power of any urban magistrate. And, to soften the transi- 
tion still further, Augustus was careful to leave such 
provinces as could be administered without any considerable 
number of soldiers as “ senatorial to be governed by pro- 
consuls and propraetors just as in RepubUoan times. His 
extended imperium,” mdeed, carried with it an unlimited 
control of foreign affaics, peace, war, treaties, which of old 
belonged constitutionally to the assembly : still, in domestic 
affairs, the distinction between Italy and the provinces 
generally^ was retained durmg the first century of the 
empire ; Rome was still formally governed by senate and 
consuls and praetors, and under Augustus, the election to 
these oflBlces seems to have been to some extent really 

1 I say fche distiuotion between Italy and the provinoefl genmlly^ because 
— as we know from the Acts of the Apostles — certain favoured provincial 
cities had special privileges of B-oman citizenship. 
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independent. In relation to tlie Roman citizens the main 
element of the power normally exercised by the emperor 
was the tribunitian power. Augustus has other qualifica- 
tions : he exercises censorial power when necessary ; is 
chief pontifi permanently; consul occasionally to dignify 
the office ; but he primarily presents himself to the Roman 
people as holding tribimitian power year after year. The 
popular associations of the name of tribune, the special 
sanctity %nd inviolability attached to it, its traditional 
unJimitedness at least in the function of restraint, were 
doubtless the considerationa that dictated the choice of this 
office as the mode of transition. 

But over and above all this the emperor had expressly 
an extraordinary power of doing whatever was necessary, 
for the honour and welfare of the state ; and doubtless from; 
the first his will was felt to be practically irresistible.; 
Gradually, before very long, the scaffolding of quasi- 
republican institutions was knocked away, and the un- 
limited monarch stood revealed, as the legitimate successor 
of the Roman people in all supreme legislative, executive, 
and judicial authority. Then, when imder Caracalla, at the 
beginning of the third century A.D., Roman citizenship is 
bestowed on all subjects of Rome, the last relics of the 
distinction between Italy and the provinces faU away, 
and the old city-state has finally vanished in the 
Empire. 
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^NOTIONS OF GOVERNMENT AND RELATION OF LAW TO 
GOVERNMENT IN GREECE AND ROME 

^ 1. I PASS to contemplate tlie G-reco-Roman polity from a 
diSerent point of view, considering not the form of govern- 
ment, and especially the part of the community in which 
supreme power lies, which is what the ordinary classification 
— oligarchy, democracy, etc, — considers, hut rather the work 
government does, especially the relation of governlnent to' 
law. 

Now, as regards the general conception of the functions 
of government in Greco-Roman pohty, there is a view 
widely current which contains an important element of 
truth, but, as often stated, is one-sided and misleading. It 
is said that the ancient omnipotent governments/’ unlike 
“ modern constitutional ones,” " loiew nothing of individual 
/rights as contrasted with the rights of the state/’ and that 
“ Greece was not a whit behind Rome in the absoluteness 
]with which she held the subordination of the individual to 
Ithe state.” ^ Observe that in such a comparison wre must 
take modern constitutional state ” to mean not merely a 
state in which the structure of government is fixed by a 
constitution providing for the intervention of the people in 
government, directly or by representatives, but one in which 
the j)ower of government is limited by certain fundamental 
rights of individual citizens {e,g. rights of free press, free meet- 
ing, free exercise of religion, etc.) : — rights expressly recog- 
nised in the constitution of the United States of America, 

^ Of. Mr. Woodrow Wilson’s book on The. State, p. 641 . Of. also Blunteohli, 
Theory of the State ,Book i. obap. vi, 
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and most of tlie West-European constitutions, thougli not 
in tke Englisli, in whicli tlie power of King, Lords, and 
Commons has no definitely recognised limits. 

Now, it is quite true that any such definite limitations 
of the power of the community to regulate the lives of 
individuals is alien from the idea of the state both in Greece 
and Rome.^ Not that Plato or Aristotle recognise any end 
of the state higher than the well-being of individuals ; but 
they do not conceive government as properly limited in its 
efforts to promote the well-being of the governed by any 
fundamental rights of individuals, wliich it is bound 
not to infringe. And in the ideal of the philosophers — 
especially Plato — a very extensive and minute interfer-* 
ence in the private lives of individuals was conceived as^ 
desirable. 

But when we turn from theory to fact, and ask what 
the Greek or the Roman governments actually did, we find 
that outside Sparta the practical difference between ancient 
and modern conceptions of the function of government is 
very much less. Certainly the regulation of the hfe of the 
Spartan citizen is very markedly unlike anything modern ; and 
Sparta, as we have seen, is, in fact, the point of departure which 
the world of fact supplies for the constructive imagination of 
the philosopher. At Sparta we learn that a man 

could be prosecuted for marrying late, and marrying badly, 
as well as fox celibacy ; and Plato {Laws) proposed to 
inflict fines and disabilities on men who remained unmarried 
after thirty-five. But Sparta, in historic Greece, has an 
almost isolated position. If we take Athens the impression 
is very different *, and we have already noted Plato’s reason 
for putting democracy as the worst of good and the besl| 
of bad governments, namely, that it governs very little. | 
This was in contrast to Sparta especially. 

Looking closer we observe, first, that there are two 

^ Although the conception of natural rights of man as man, on “which these 
limitations are jnstified, may he partly traced to the influence of Greek 
philosophy on Homan law, as we shall see preseutb'. 

2 Leot. VII. pp. 113, lid. 
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general differences between ancient and modern states, 
which account for greater intervention ol the stale in two 
ivays : — (1) Separation of Church and State is unknown ; 
therefore regulation of religious ceremonies is naturally 
regarded as belonging to ordinary government. Thus 
Aristotle includes priests and other lehgious officers among 
state officials as a matter of course. It naturally followed 
from this that “ impiety was a subject of prosecution as 
a public offence.^ (2) Predominance of war, and con- 
sequently of military duty of citizens, especially as com- 
pared with industry. This is largely due to a lower stage 
of civilisation, in which greater disasters axe liable to be 
inflicted by failure in war. Stiff, even so, though the dif- 
ference is striking when we compare Greek states with 
England or the United States of America, it is not very 
material if we compare them with the continental states of 
Western Europe, especially when — ^ia the fourth century — 
the coercion on ordinary citizens to fight had come to be 
relieved by employment of mercenaries. 

If, putting rehgion and war aside, we consider the 
intervention of government in the peaceful secular fife of 
the citizens — in respect of the security of person and reputa- 
tion, in matters of property, contract, and inheritance — ^no 
fundamental difference appears ; no land of socialistic inter- 
ference with personal freedom, property, or contract. When 
we look through the list of actions, public and private, or 
the list of officials at Athens, or the offices treated as normal 
by Aristotle, we find no sign of any excessive r^glementation. 
We hear of controllers of markets (ayopavofiot) whose 
business it was to prevent fraud and disorder, of com- 
missionera of the city (do-Tui/oju^ot) who had to prevent 
private houses from encroaching on the public streets. But 
prevention of fraud, disorder, encroachment on public streets, 
would come within the most strictly individuahstic system. 
The only important kind of interference which we find at 
Athens markedly opposed to modern individuahstic ideas was 

^ Of. the prosecution of Socrates — though Aristophanes shows that the 
duty of reverence was not conceived with puritanical strictness. 
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in tlie elaborate and drastic regulations made to secure an 
artificially abundant supply o£ tfie stall ol life. Exporta- 
tion of corn was forbidden ; consignment of corn to any 
other port than Athens made a capital offence ; of the 
corn brought in foreign vessels into the Piraeus — ^the port 
of Athens — two-thirds had to be sold in Athens. Conspiracies 
to buy up the corn in the market or raise the price were 
punishable with death. Ten or twenty ‘‘ corn- warders ” 
{crLro(^vl^aice^) kept statistics of the corn imported, took care 
that the grain was sold at a reasonable price, that the price 
charged by millers for barleymeal corresponded to the price 
of barley, and the price charged by bakers for loaves to the 
price of wheat. This regulation was, no doubt, more strict 
and drastic than anything in modern Europe ; still, the 
economic view even of modern Europe, until Adam Smith’s 
influence prevailed, entirely supported the general line of 

On the whole, then, the contrast between the practice 
of so-called omnipotent ” governments of the ancient 
world and the practice of modern governments does not 
come to much so far as interference in the ordinary civil 
life and transactions is concerned. 

§ 2. When, however, we turn to consider the general rela- 
tion of law to government in the ancient and modern views 
of it, the result of the comparison is rather the other way. 
The maldng of law is more important in the modern view 
of the function of government than in the ancient. The 
general conception of the relation passes through various 
phases as the process of civilisation goes on ; it is different 
and much closer at a later stage of development as com- 
pared with earlier stages. In our present view of govern- 
mental functions we commonly distinguish (1) Legislative, (2) 
Executive,^ (3) Judicial ; and consider the organ answering 
to (1) as naturally supreme, as determining the rules apphed 
by the judicature and carried into effect by the executive, 

1 I consider them, here in relation to internal functions of government. 
** Executive *’ is a bad word for management of foreign affairs, in wbiob so 
much less can be reinilated by p-eneral rules. 
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and naturally in. constant activity. We do not, o{ course, 
suppose that the amount ol change which any given 
legislature will introduce will bear a great proportion to 
the whole body of law handed down ; but we consider 
that it is constitutiorLally competent to change any part of 
it — i.e.^ that either the ordinary legislature or the com 
stituent body ^ is so competent ; and that the normal 
function of the ordinary legislature, supplemented by the 
occasional action of the constituent body, is to be continually 
introduoing such changes as may be required in the 
progress of society, either in consequence of alterations 
in outward circumstances, or alterations in ideas and senti- 
ments. We consider that law which remains unaltered 
may be properly conceived to remain so because it is 
approved by the legislature or the constituent body that, 
having the power to alter it, does not do so. And thus we 
reach Austin’s conception of Positive Law as equivalent to 
commands of, or rules laid down by whatever individual, 
body, ox combination of bodies is ultimately supreme 
so that the fundamental notions of law and government 
are intimately and inseparably connected. 

But this view of the intimate connection of law and 
sovereign or supreme government is not applicable at 
earlier stages of development. This is well known to 
readers of Maine. The contrary is implied in the account 
of the development of law in Awienl Law^ oh. i. and ii. ; 
and it is more expressly asserted in the criticism of Austin 
in the Early History of Institutions ^ ch. xii., xiii. Maine 
points out that in the primitive condition of the Aryan 
race, “ the organ, which in the elementary group corresponds 
to what we call the legislature ... is the village council, 
sometimes owning a responsibility to the entire body of 
villagers, sometimes disclaiming it, sometimes overshadowed 
by the authority of an hereditary chief, but never entirely 

1 Obaei've the dist/inotioti, in modern states generally, between certain 
fundamental rules or pilnciplea whioh form part of the pohfeioal constitution, 
and ordinaoT'laws. Itre(iuires all the more attention from Englishmen, because 
their polity is an exceptional one, in which this distinction is not formally 
iutroduned. 
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obscured.” ^ But, as he explains, when we look closely we 
see that these village councils are not really legislative. “ The 
various shades of the power lodged with the village council 
. . . are not distinguished from one another, nor does the 
mind see a clear difference between making a law, declar- 
ing a law, and punishing an offender against a law. If the 
powers of this body must be described by modern names, 
that which lies most in the background is legislative power, 
that which is most distinctly conceived is judicial power. 
The laws obeyed are regarded as having always existed, and 
usages really new are confounded with the really old. The 
village-communities ... do not, therefore, exercise true 
legislative power so long as they remain under primitive 
influences.” ^ And this last statement is true of the larger 
bodies formed by the closer cohesion of a number of 
separate settlements of real or assumed kinsmen, which, 
we find at the outset of the history of the Greek city-state. 
The general rules that govern the civil conduct of the 
tribesmen are not the general commands of any ruling 
individual or assembly. Indeed, in the earhest stage of 
which we catch a glimpse in the Homeric poems they are 
hardly as yet definitely conceived as general rules at all. 
As Maine says, ‘‘ the only authoritative statement of right, 
and wrong is a judicial sentence after the facts ” ® pronoimcedl 
by the primitive king acting, not as legislator, but as? 
judge. ' 

This state of things has passed away at the commence- 
ment of the historic period ; and when, as I described in 
Lecture IV., the early ohgarchy has succeeded primitive 
Idngship in Greece, we have come definitely to what 
Maine calls the epoch of Customary Law,” — ^unwritten^ 
but supposed to be definitely known to the ruling class.^f 
And however much the ruling few in their judicial de- ‘ 
cisions, in which this customary law was declared and 
applied, may have warped it in their class interest, it is 
clear that neither they nor the subjects over whom they 

^ Early Ilist(yry oj Institutions, p. 388. 

® Anci&nt Lav?, p. 8. 


® Ibid. pp. 388-89, 
4 Ib%d. p. 12. 
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ruled conceived them as having the function of laying it 
down. 

Then, as I noticed before, discontent vdth the oligarchical 
administration of unwritten law and, as Maine adds, the 
diffusion of the art of writing led to a widespread adoption 
of written codes in tliese communities.^ But it did not 
follow from this that law was conceived as something which 
the ordinary government was constitutionally competent to 
modify indefinitely. Nor does this view ever seem to 
have been completely reached by the Greek mind. Even 
in Aristotle’s view, legislation does not hold anything hke 
the place that it does in a modern scheme of governmental 
functions. Aristotle distinguishes governmental functions 
not as legislative, executive, judicial, but as deliberative, 
executive or magisterial, judicial, and in his account of the 
functions of the deliberative body — whether the general 
assembly of citizens in a democracy, or a limited number in 
an oligarchy — ^legislation, though mentioned, has not a 
prominent place. The deliberative element,” he says, “ has 
authority in matters of war and peace, in making and un- 
making aUiancea ; it passes laws, inflicts death, exile, con- 
fiscation, audits the accounts of magistrates.” ^ Law-making 
is here evidently quite subordinate. And Aristotle else- 
where gives a reason why the power of modifying law, which 
must reside in the sovereign, should not be brought into 
continual operation. “ Sometimes, and in certain cases,” he 
says, laws should be changed ; but . . . great caution 
would seem to be required. Eor the habit of lightly 
changiug the laws is an evil, and when the advantage is 
small, some errors of lawgivers . . . had better be left ; the 
citizen will not gain so much by the change as he will lose 
by the habit of disobedience to authority. The analogy of 
bhe arts is misleading : a change in the law of a state is a 
very different thing from a change in the rules of an art. 

^ See Lecture vr. pp. 89, 90. CL Maine, Ancient Laio, chap. i. — cannot 
agree with Maine that codes generally included no new law. We cannot now 
tell how much (e.gf.) Solon innovated ; doubtless his innovations were 
exaggerated, but there is no reason to suppose that he did not innoval e at all, 

® PpZ. vt. (iv.) ch, siv, 
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For tile force of a law depends upon a habit of obedience > 
wMch can only be given by time ; so that a readiness to 
change from old to new laws enfeebles the power of the 
law.” 1 

Observe that altering the law is spoken of by Aristotle 
as if it were a kind of “ disobedience to authority.” 
This, I think, shows impressively the diSerence between 
our view of legislation as a normal element of the political 
life of our society and the view naturally taken by 
Aiiatotle’s readers. Though laws were continually changed 
in Athens and other Greek city-states, it still remained 
alien to the Hellenic view of law to regard it simply as the 
product of the popular will. His view is, in fact, in an 
interesting way intermediate between that belonging to the 
period when law is either ancient unwritten customs, or 
written rules only altered under the fiction of interpreta- 
tion, and our modern view of legislation normally modifiable 
by the supreme government. On the one hand, as we have 
seen, he recognises that the deliberative body — ^in demo- 
cracies a sovereign popular assembly — is fcvpiov ire pi vop^wv^ 
supreme in matters of legislation. On the other hand, lie 
emphatically condemns as the worst kind of democracy, 
that in which the decrees of the popular assembly override 
the established laws. 

And, in fact, the institutions of Athens in the fourth 
century — ^the period of fully - developed democracy — 
correspond to this view of law as something which must 
be altered, but which it is dangerous to alter lightly. 
First, as we saw,^ the Athenian assembly, though it 
alone could initiate changes in the laws, did not 
finally decide them : the final decision was given to 
a select body of legislators appointed for the occasion^ 
from the sworn jurymen for the year. Secondly, what‘ 
is more startling, the briuging forward of an inexpedient 
law was an indictable ofience, for which, for a year 
after, a man was liable to be prosecuted. This is so 
strange to the modem mind that a distinguished scholar*, 

1 FoliiicSt n. ch. viii. ® Lecture vji. p. 106 . 
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Madvig, held it to be impossible ; be thought that the 
inexpediency of the law must be an irrelevant topic, 
introduced rhetorically in the loose Greek way to influence 
the large popular juries that gave the verdict, and that 
strictly the only ground for prosecution was some failure 
to conform to the legally prescribed method of legislation. 
But the recently discovered account of the Athenian con- 
stitution leaves no doubt that the inexpediency of the law 
was a formally recognised ground of prosecution.^ 

§ 3. Turning now to Kome we can trace more fully the 
steps of the process by which the idea and fact of govern- 
ment as normally and constantly legislative were reached. 
We assume, indeed, rather than historically trace the first 
stage in which law is a habit rather than a custom ; ^ in 
which the institutions of the family, property, contract 
actually exist in a rude form ; the members of the tribe 
ordinarily fulfil the mutual obligations involved in these 
institutions, but they are not conscious of being governed 
by general rules in so doing ; only when any of the 
latent rules is violated in a marked way, it leads to a 
quarrel in deciding which recognised custom is appealed to ; 
and when the violation of rules is felt to be very grave, it 
leads to condemnation of the violator as an offender against 
the community. This legal condemnation is doubtless pro- 
nounced by the king, whose internal functions are probably 
here as elsewhere at fijst mainly judicial. Gradually, we 
may suppose, out of this habit is developed the conscious- 
ness of express but unwritten customs or laws, which the 
citizen of Kome regards at once with reverence and with 
pride as his pecuhar possession, his special protection 
against violent, arbitrary, oppressive conduct on the part 
of his feUow-citizens. But so long as the law remains 
unwritten the protection is not found to be adequate, as 
against the temptation of the magistrate to warp th^e 
customary law in the interest of the class to which he 
belongs, or to show bias in favour of an individual 
oppressive member of the class. Hence the demand for 

^ ’A0. ttoX. 59. 2 Maine, Ancient Law, p. 8. 
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a code which results in the written law of the Twelve 
Tables (about 450 b . o .), framed by the famous commiBsion 
of ten decemvirs. 

It is to be observed that this famous code was not 
exactly a statement in writing of the unwritten law, as 
Maine might suggest {Ancient Law, pp. 14, 16). It was 
both something less and something more than this. Some- 
thing less/ because it is clear that many departments of 
law about* which, we may suppose, no serious dispute had 
arisen, were only dealt with incidentally and partially, — a 
general knowledge was presumed of {e.g.) the institutions 
of the family, the fundamental rules of succession, the most 
important and familiar legal acts, such as the legal conveyance 
of property (mancipatio), the legal form of contract for loan 
(nexum). The Twelve Tables had, in short, a practical aim, 
to restore confidence in such parts of the law as were com- 
plained of as unequal, defective, or oppressive to plebeians ; 
and the selection of topics on which legal rules were laid 
down was determined by this practical aim. But, secondly, 
though doubtless the Roman sense of right was far too 
closely bound by custom and tradition to admit of any 
great or important changes being introduced from abroad, 
still, when we are told that the formation of the code was 
preceded by a mission to Greece and the Greek towns of 
southern Italy to study their statutes, and when we find 
that the Twelve Tables contained almost literal transcripts 
from the legislation of Solon — ^we can hardly, I think, sup- 
pose that the object of the mission was merely to learn how 
to express and arrange a customary law that was con- 
ceived as unalterable. It is evident that some change was 
admitted in the previously established law, and that the 
Romans were prepared to avail themselves of the wisdom 
of the Greeks as regards its matter as well as its form. 
The Commission of Ten that had the function of codifying 
must have been considered as to a certain extent legis- 
lating, though doubtless the changes introduced were not 
large in proportion to the whole. Indeed, it wotild be 
hardly conceivable that a community which in (say) 609 b . o . 
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had made so great a change in their customary public 
law as to “ put the monarchy into commission as Maine 
says,^ and had thus been launched on a career of con- 
stitutional change which at the date of the codification had 
lasted more than fifty years — ^it is difficult to conceive that 
such a community could still have regarded its private law 
(law regulating the relations of citizens to each other) as 
something altogether unchangeable, lilie the laws of the 
Medea and Persians. And, in fact, though legislation in 
private law was scanty for more than two centuries after 
the pubheation of the code it was not non-existent. We 
read of laws relating to marriage^ to usury, and 

the nexal contract (contract for loan), changes in actions 
for debt, and for damages for injury to property, etc. 

§ L Still, though there was some legislation, legislation 
was not at this period — ^nor, indeed, for several centuries 
later — the means by which the development of law, required 
to meet the changes in social needs and sentiments, was 
mainly brought about. Por more than two centuries the 
leading method of modifying the law was under the guise of 
interpretation, by the “ answers of the learned ” — originally 
the pontifis, afterwards professional jurists. Maine compares 
this process of development to that by which the English 
common law was modified by judicial decisions — ^the differ- 
ence being that in England the judge who really altered 
the law while feigning to expound it, was himseK a legal 
expert of the first rant, whereas in Eome the magistrate 
who controlled legal procedure — the consul up jg 367 b.o., 
afterwards the praetor — ^was rather a polfbiciah th’^ff^ a 
lawyer. Thus in Eome the real modif 5 dng influence in this 
first period was, as Maine says, the bar, not the bench ” — 
learned counsel, becoming as civilisation and difierentiation 
went on, more and more a professional class of jurists. 

Now it is obvious that this method of altering the law 
under the guise of interpretation tends through its own 
success to be continually restricted to a narrower sphere ; 
for as point after point, originally ambiguous, is made 
1 Anchni Law, p. 62. 



XII LAW A NV GOVLUNMLNT IN GHEECL AND HOME 179 


definite by interpretation, it becomes less and less possible 
to introduce further changes of any magnitude in the same 
way. Thus though the industry of the jurisconsults went 
on increasing, and indeed became more and more the work of 
experts, it also tended more and more to become really a 
work of interpretation, and no longer modified important 
points. 

When this point is reached, the obvious resource would 
seem to be legislation, and towards the close of the repub- 
lican period the legislation of the popular assembly becomes 
an active source of new law. But before this — ^in Koman 
as in English law — another method of > legal change was 
actively applied ; — the over-riding of law by eq[uity applied 
by the magistrate. In Rome, in the latter part of the 
history of the republic, the chief instrument of this was the 
praetor’s edict, which gave notice annually of the remedies 
for wrongs that he would allow during his term of office. 
This edict, which though strictly only in force for a year, 
was practically handed on from one magistrate to another, 
was a continual means of modifying the law in the direc- 
tion demanded by men’s common sense of what was right 
and just. 

And this process was doubtless aided by the develop- 
ment of the jus gentium in the hands of the praetor 
peregrinus ” — a magistrate appointed, as we have seen, soon 
after the middle of the third century b . c ., with the speciab 
function of settling legal quarrels between aliens or between 
Romans and aliens. This working out of a regular system 
of private law applicable to aliens as well as Romans — 
something new in the history of these ancient city-states — 
seems to have reacted importantly on the development of 
Roman municipal law as modified by the edict of the 
“ praetor urbanus.” 

§ 5. It is clear that the development of the kmd of law 
afterwards known as jus gentium was entirely due to practical 
needs ; and we may connect it with the development of 
Roman trade. As Rome’s power grew hy conquest Romani 
trade began to develop, increasing in extent and magnitude. 
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Foreign mexchants — ^Tyrian, CarthagimaiL, Greek, Sicilian, 
Massaliot — came to Kome to find a market ; and this access 
of strangers kept bringing continually more and more 
numerous foreign elements. Then in the end of the third 
and in the second century b.c., under Greek influence, a 
more liberal spirit towards strangers seems to have entered 
Rome with increasing force. This period, therefore, would 
be a natural time for the development of a jus gentium^ 
based on principles which, as a matter of fact, were 
found to be generally accepted by the members of the 
various nations for whom the law was framed.^ It was not 
at first regarded as in any way superior to the jus civile of 
Rome. On the contrary, this latter was a privilege of 
citizens, which, according to the traditional view, could 
only be partially shared by treaty by the citizens of other 
states. 

But just because the law, applied to transactions between 
persons of diflerent commimties, was of necessity devoid of 
the historic peculiarities of the laws of the difierent states, 
it was freed from the survivals of archaic forms and archaic 
limitations ; it thus represented more simply and com- 
pletely the stage in the conceptions of natural right and 
justice which the Roman mind — and the mind of contem- 
porary nations — ^had reached. Hence gradually the jus 
gentium i as compared with the jus civile ^ rises from a position 
of inferiority to one of superiority. First, the Romans, 
without reflection on principles, or any abandonment of the 

^ As regards the development of jus gentium^ Maine in Ancimi Lawt 
chap, iii., suggeatB rather too muah conscious investigation and induction 
from ohservation of the different Italian communities. I do not conceive 
the process thus. Por (1) we must take in Greeks and Carthaginians as 
well as Italians. Borne had a treaty with Carthage long before the appoint- 
ment of the ^Yaeior %ie.regriima ; and (2) the process was not one of systematic 
investigation and induction ‘ the effort to do justice led them to the common 
element in law. The development of jus gentium must not be ascribed too 
entirely to the sole work of the ‘praetor peregnnus : " a largo part of the 
actions for enforcing Jits gentium were civil, not honorary ’’ ; from which it 
may be inferred that so far it was developed by gradual adaptation from 
jus civile. Still, the influence of the praetor peregrinus was doubtless 
important. 
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older vie^v of tlie essential connection of jus and respuhlica, 
apply their practical genius for law-making to meet the 
actually felt needs of their intercourse with foreigners, 
and make a ^prirntrechtUches j^ts gentium — private law 
common to nations. Then under the influence of Greek, 
especially Stoic philosophy^ the notion of a law of nature 
applicable to man as man, higher than the ordinances of 
particular states, becomes dominant. Then, finally, as 
Greek thoilght influences the more practic^ qI .Rome, 
forced by its development '{ 39 ^ .cosmopofitam^ 

the cOheeptidns of giis naturale and jus gentiunk itnite 
and produce " the ‘ gre^^ sburqe of the later alterations 
of the Roman T^his fusion does not seem to begin 

before the age of Cicero — some way on in the first century 
B.o. The connection of jus naturale and jus gentium only 
appears in a rudimentary form in Cicero’s treatise ; and 
Cicero seems, in fact, to have been the first to popularise 
Greek philosophy in Rome. But from his time it went on 
increasing, and seems to have been the predominant influence 
in the work of the jurists of the early empire. 

It does not, of course, fall within my flmits to give even 
in outline any complete account of the transforming influ- 
ence of the jus gentium operating through the praetor’s 
edict. But two main points in its work — ^illustrated by 
Maine’s later chapters — may be noticed : — 1. “ Regard for 
blood-relationship ” in the distribution of inheritancej which 
led the praetors — probably early in the imperial period — ^to 
place emancipated children on an equality with unemanoi- 
pated, and to admit the claims of collateral kindred through 
females in opposition to the old principle of agnatic suc- 
cession. 2. Regard to the substance of a contract, or other 
legal transaction — ^to the real intention of the contracting 
parties, as distinct from the forms used by them — as 

^ I doubt Maine’s view (Anai&nt LaWf chap, iii.) that the Romans wexe 
preserved from tho defects ot Greek law by the notion of a Law of Nature. 
I think it was more by not having large popular courts. Nor do I see any 
clear evidence that the tlieory of Natural Law was important in preventing 
immobile rigidity. The political instability of the City-State— as evidenced 
by Roman constitutional history— seems enough to produce this effect. 
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illustrated Iby Maine in tlie case botli of Will and of Contract. 
It is easy to see how each of these principles — but especi- 
ally the latter — ^would be likely to prevail first in the 
administration of law for aliens, who would not know or 
use the Roman forms of contract and testatio, and might 
have never had or long since got rid of the archaic rule of 
agnatic relationship. 

Perhaps it may be thought that I have dwelt too long 
on matters more important for the student of legal history 
than for the student of the development of polity. But, in 
fact, the conception that ultimately governed Roman equity 
— ^the notion of a law of nature and natural rights ^ belong- 
ing to man as man, and of higher validity than the laws 
and legal rights which any particular state may have 
determined for itself — though only of jural importance to 
the Romans, becomes of far wider political importance in 
modern history. ^ It becomes, in fact, an important factor in 
the movement of thought which leads ultimately to the 
French Revolution ; for the principles that ^ men are by 
nature free ’ and ' men are by nature equal * are principles 
of this jus naturae. 

And here I must notice one point in which Maine 
requires qualifying. He says in his Ancient Lmv, ch. iii., 
that jiis gentium and jus naturae were practically con- 
vertible; and no doubt this is true in almost all cases. 
But just in the one case with which we as students of 
pohtical science are specially concerned, the divergence 
and conflict between the law of nature and the law actually 
recognised by nations is most distinctly and impressively 
recognised by Roman jurists — that is, the principle that 

^ We have no English word exactly for “ jug,” “ droit,’* “ recht.” “ Law ” 
will often do, but the terms mean the complex of rights and obligations 
established by the law. 

2 Spealdng summarily, we may say that whereas in the development of 
Borne its effect is important in the region of civil law, so in modern history 
it is important in the region of international and constitutional law (see 
below. Lectures xsry, to xxvr.). Still, even in ancient thought the con- 
ception of a law of nature of supreme validity supplies a theoretical balance 
to the omnipotence of the state to mahe its own laws. This applies to the 
early Empire after Constantine there is the Church. 



xn LAW AND GOVERNMENT IN GREECE AND ROME 183 


^ |all men are by nature free. They all agree that slavery is 
legitimate jure gentium ; and I think that they affirm with 
1 ‘equal unanimity — and without any attempt to gloss over 
Uhe contradiction— that it is contrary to the jus naturae} 
It is true that this ^ natural freedom ^ remains without 
obvious efiect in the Eoman jurist’s conception of actual 
rights ; they do not draw from it the inference that slavery 
ought to be abolished at once or as soon as possible. But 
its efiect bn their medieval pupils was very differentj and 
under the powerful co-operation of Christian sentiment this 
principle became an important influence in the direction erf 
the abolition of slavery long before its influence had passed 
from civil to constitutional law, and it became one of the 
principles of 1789. 

1 See Appendix, iJ^ote E, 



LECTUBE XIII 

TRANSITION TO MEDIEVAL HISTORY 

§ 1. In the last lecture I traced briefly the development of 
the law in Borne; with the special object of showing for 
how long a period it is, in the main, independent of the 
intervention of government. From the stage at which, as 
Maine says, it is rather a habit than a custom, we traced it 
into the stage of unwritten custom ; then when this is 
felt to give too much opportunity for oppression, there comes 
the famous codification of important portions of it about 450 
B.o. Then afterwards we saw how for a long period the 
change in law is largely introduced under the guise of 
interpretation hy counsel learned in the law ” ; how what 
Maine caUs the '' Boman Equity '' is developed ; how the 
commercial development of Borne leads to the working out 
of a system of gentium — ^for decision of suits 

among aliens, or between aliens and Bomans, on simple 
principles common to the varying nations ; how later, 
under the influence of Greek ideas, the conception of 
a Law of Xature applicable to man as man gains 
ground ; and how, under the influence of these two 
conceptions — one practical, one theoretical — which ulti- 
mately almost blend, the archaic elements in Boman Law 
are superseded — ^largely by the annual edict or Juris- 
dictorial programme ” of the praetor announcing what actions 
and pleas would be admitted, and what remedies allowed 
for wrongs. 

In the first period of the Empire — ^from Augustus to 
Diocletian — ^legislation more and more predominates as 
a source ol change in law : legislation which becomes more 

184 
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and moxe clearly imperial, tliongh. for some time the 
authority of the emperor is veiled under survivals of re- 
puhlican forms. The veil is drop]oed by degrees. The 
legislation of the popular assembly, which had been active 
in the last century of the Repubhc, dwindles and vanishes ; 
it is in fact no longer well adapted to the refinement which 
Roman law had now reached. Augustus still submits his 
legislative proposals to it, but with Tiberius this ceases, and 
the Senate becomes the ostensible organ of legislation. The 
bills ’’ — as we should say — are, however, i:afted in the 
imperial council, and towards the end of the second century 
A.D. the acceptance of them has become so much a matter 
of course that men take to quoting the oratio, in which the 
emperor stated a project of law rather than the resolution 
of the Senate. Meanwhile the power of modifying the law 
becomes concentrated in the emperor’s hands ; his re- 
scripts ” to requests for guidance on doubtful cases, and 
“ decrees ” on cases brought before him judicially — of 
course the work of professional jurists — ^become binding 
precedents for judges. His edicts ” again, as supreme 
magistrate, though at first only binding after his death if 
renewed, gradually become indistinguishable from laws, 
until, after Diocletian (a.d. 305), all legislative authority, 
as well as supreme executive and judicial authority, is re- 
cognised as concentrated in his hands. 

Side by side with this the Resjponsa Pmdentium^ 
answers of the learned, continue — certain jurisconsults 
being designated by Augustus as authoritative ; later the 
force of law was given to their agreement. Their action, 
however, in this period was, as I have said, more purely 
interpretative and systematising ; distinct changes being 
made by decrees of the senate and emperor. The praetor’s 
edict too, which had become a somewhat unmanageable and 
ill-arranged mass of law, ceases to develop. It is revised 
and arranged by Salvius Julianus in Hadrian’s time, after 
which it undergoes little change. 

Meanwhile the study of the complex body of law 
thus formed is ardently pursued. Under Hadrian and the 
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Antonines is the golden age of Boman juxispiudcnce. This 
period ends with the death of Alexander Severus in a.d. 235. 
After this come the troubles from which the western part 
of the Empire never thoroughly xecoveied, in which all 
studies, including jurisprudence, fall into decay. In the 
Eastern Empire it revives again, hut now labours under 
the difficulty of dealing with the mass of material. It is to 
remedy this that Justinian’s great worh is planned and 
executed, which symbolises for all time the fulfiess and 
complete concentration of legislative power in the emperor, 
according to the legal theory of the empire. 

But when we come to Justinian (a.I). 627-565) we 
have passed through the great change that took place in 
Western Europe in the fifth century — the conquest of the 
Empire by barbarians as it is commonly conceived. In 
all parts of the Western Empire, the new process is begun 
which, after a thousand years, is found to have led to the 
making of European nations. 

§ 2. The Koman Empire is commonly regarded as the 
transition from ancient to medieval and modern history : 
and rightly, I think ; hut from the point of view taken in 
this course of lectures, it is only a portion of the transition. 

In studying the development of the forms of political 
society in Europe, the transition primarily important is that 
from the period in which the ruhng conception of a civihsed 
pohty is expressed by the fusion of the ideas of city and 
state in the Greek word “ polia — a society of which those 
members who have the full rights of citizens can efiectively 
meet to decide their most important common aSairs in one 
of the open spaces of their central town. And though the 
Romans did not similarly fuse the notions of city and state, 
the share of pohtical power which the Boman pohty assigned 
to the citizens at large could only be exercised under a 
similar condition. But the proper worldng of such a con- 
stitution requires, as Aristotle points out, that the aggregate 
of citizens should not exceed a certain hmit ; and when the 
Roman state has swollen to 400,000 citizens, and still 
more when it has included the ItaUan allies, the transition 
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to the modern conntrj-state has really taken place. 
And this transition was^ as we have seen, a fundamentally 
important factor in determiniag the change from republic 
to empire. The imperial country thus formed, having out- 
grown the old political form of the city-state, was incapable 
of developing a new republican form, suitable to its changed 
conditions. For the difficult task of defending its empire 
against disordering forces, internal and external, it was 
necessaiy to fall back on the simple old method of concen- 
trating power in the hands of a single man. 

How, in the strong hands of Diocletian and Constantine, 
the Empire stands forth a palpable and unqualified despotism : 
how, partly in consequence of the influence of republican 
tradition, it never quite succeeds in attaining an orderly 
and settled origin of rule, — since the claim of the legions 
to appoint an ‘"imperator” is a continual favouring con- 
dition of usurpation and source of civil strife : how the task 
of defending the civihsed world round the Mediterranean 
against the barbarians in the North and the revived Persian 
empire in the East becomes too much for it, and a division 
of administration is introduced which gradually settles on 
the lines dividing Greek from Latin civilisation : how finally 
in the fifth century the irruptions of the barbarians reduce 
the Western half of the Empire to disorderly fragments — 
at all this my limits hardly allow me to glance. This 
period of European history I pass over, owiug to the con- 
centration of our intexeat on the more complex forms of 
pohty which we call constitutional polity. Our concern is 
rather to show how the survival of Eoman-Imperial ideas 
and institutions was a factor in the formation of the 
country-states of Western Europe which gradually grow 
into national unity through the long period of dissolution 
and reconstruction which we call the Middle Ages. 

At this point, then, in our course, we turn from the 
more rapid development of the old city-state to examine 
the slower development of the modern country-state — of 
which we have only seen a part, as it is still actually in 
process. We shah find not unimportant resemblances 
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between tbe two series of political developments, but we 
may conveniently begin by noting a difiexenco wbicb is at 
once obvious and fundamental, i.e, tbe much larger place 
occupied by lawful monarchy in the latter case than in the 
former. As I have before noted, the only real monarchy 
that Aristotle knows in Greek city-states, in the present 
or the recent past, is the irregular, lawless, violent Tyrannis. 
If we put out of account the Spartan polity, where the 
so-caUed kings are a survival, we may say that Aristotle 
only knows lawful monarchy in the remote past, or among 
barbarians ; ox as an unrealiBable ideal — ^the rule of the 
individual of unique merit, whom he does not actually find 
among the men of whom he has experience. But when we 
look at the history of the country-states of Europe, the 
case ia very different. Lawful monarchy is the rule 
throughout — purely republican institutions the rare ex- 
ception. By lawful monarchy I do not of course mean 
unlimited monarchy ; hut a form of government in which 
at any rate a not unimportant part of the supreme power 
is in the hands of a single individual, not subject to that 
condition of alternating rule and obedience which ia the 
essential characteristic of the repubhcan magistrate. It is 
true that in the greater part of the civilised countries of 
Europe, during the greater part of their history, the mon- 
arch’s power is more or less limited in theory and practice ; 
the habit of obedience among his countrymen on which his 
power rests is not a habit of unconditional obedience : the 
monarch has to conform to laws which he cannot alter, and 
to struggle and compromise with other bodies or groups of 
persons who have a certain constitutional share of govern- 
mental power. But he has not like the republican magis- 
trate to step down from his official position and, standing 
on a level with other citizens, submit to be called to account 
for his exercise of power. 

And this difference between the development of the city- 
state and the development of the country-state appears, I 
tbink, clearly and instructively in the very analogy which 
we are still able to draw between tbe two. We found in 



XIII 


2iiAN^in0N 20 MJiViJbVAL HISiORy 


189 


the history of the Greek city-states a period called the 
‘‘ Age of the Tyrants/’ which intervenes between the first 
stage after primitive kingship in which ohgarchy is normal, 
and the stage in which democracies are introduced in many 
states and a general tendency towards popular government 
is discernible ; between the two is a stage at which there is 
a tendency to revert to monarchy of an irregular kind. We 
cannot say that this tendency is even nearly universal, but 
it is tob widely operative not to be regarded as a normal 
result under certain conditions. As we saw, according to 
Aristotle and historians generally, this appearance of Tyrannis 
is to be regarded as the first form of demooralic movement 
against the ruling nobles ; this earlier Tyrannus is developed 
out of the demagogue, his power is founded on the need felt 
by the people— as yet unripe for real democracy — of a 
leader and protector against their traditional oppressors. 
Now, in the evolution of the country-state we do not find an 
Age of T 3 a:ants in the Greek sense ; but we do find a period 
— ^varying in time of beginning and in duration in different 
states — ^in which there is a tendency to absolute monarchy, 
or at least great extension of monarchical power ; and we 
find to some extent that here, as in the Greek parallel, the 
development of the royal power rests on, and is rendered 
possible by, popular support. This phenomenon is visible 
both in cases where the transition to absolutism is very 
gradual, and where it is swift and sudden. In the leading 
case of Prance, the process may be gradually traced, through 
various interruptions and vicissitudes, from the accession of 
the house of Capet to an almost nominal throne on to the 
famous moment when Louis XIV. is represented as uttering 
the UEtat, c^est moi ; and historians all recognise the value 
to the monarchy of the support of the tiers etat against the 
nobles, although the alliance between the monarch and the 
bourgeoisie takes various forms, and is not imbroken. On 
the other hand, when we examine the cou^p by which 

Denmark in Am. 1660 passed suddenly to absolute monarchy 
from a form o£ government which was very near to oligarchy, 
the alliance of kins; and commons against the £f,oveming 
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nobles is as palpable and conspicvious as ii is at the begin- 
ning o£ any of the Greek tyrannies. 

On the whole, then, we may find a certain vague analogy 
to the Age of the Tyrants in the stage of absolute monarchy, 
as we see it in most European states in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth centuries, coining as it does between a time in 
which the power of the nobility is the most formidable rival 
to the crown, and the later period in which we now are, in 
which representative democracy has everywhere, ^ outside 
Russia, obtained at least a large share in government. Eor 
there is this resemblance, again, between the two processes 
of development, that in each, when the period specially 
favourable to absolute monarchy is over, and the tendency 
to constitutional government returns, the new constitutions 
tend to have a more democratic character than those which 
preceded the Tyrannis or absolute monarchy. From the 
facts known to us we naay infer that it is usually found 
impossible, even where it is tried, to revive in full, at least 
for long, the old predominance of the nobles. Then further, 
where the democracy is violent and unstable, we have in the 
modern process as well as in the older, specimens of the 
later kind of tyrant who comes in after democracy ; and 
here the resemblance is closer, as this kind of monarch in 
modern as well as in ancient times usually gains power in 
a lawless and violent manner — as in France and in South 
American Republics. 

§ 3. But if this analogy is to some extent legitimate and 
instructive, it at the same time shows us the much stronger 
tendency to monarchy in the country-state than in the 
city-state, since in the former during the oligarchical period, 
even where oligarchy is most nearly established, the ruling 
few do not get rid of their king \ they keep him along with 
at least some fragment or semblance — and generally a sub- 
stantial portion — of power. In short, while we may almost 
say of the life of Greek city-states in the really historic 
period that lawful monarchy is to be found nowhere and at no 
time, we may almost say of the country-states that have 
formed themselves in Europe, and have had national life 
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since tTie Roman Empire, that lawful monarchy is to be 
found everywhere and at all times. The rule of the minority 
of wealth and old family, and the rule of the masses, tend 
to predominate each at its proper stage, but only partially ; 
they come and go, hut monarchy abides. 

What then are the causes of this phenomenon ? I con- 
ceive the main cause is that which I gave by implication 
before, in speaking of the transition from primitive Idngship 
in the G2eek city-states d namely, that in the country-state 
the personal unity of the monarch is a needed bond and 
symbol of national unity for a much longer period than in 
the city-state, where mntual communication and combina- 
tion of the citizens is so much easier, and we may add which 
possesses in the walled town with ibs market-place and 
temples such a striking and visible sign and bond of corporate 
existence. We have already noticed that the process of 
making a country-state — I mean the process of bringing it 
to real organic national unity — as we see it in the leading 
West-European States, is a very slow process ; centuries 
elapse during which the forces tending to cohesion struggle 
with cheq^uered success against the forces tending to dissolu- 
tion. Hence as the national consciousness develops, and the 
demand for unity and order is strongly felt, the necessity of 
Idngship for the realisation of this demand is also felt with 
equal force ; the alternative is usually not the estabhshment 
of republican order, but the disruption of the state between 
conflicting authorities. Thus— to take one instance — in the 
early history of France, when the power of the king is 
actually at its lowest ebb, at the transition from the Carol- 
ingian to the Capetian dynasty, the result is not that the 
great nobles try to establish an oligarchy and to govern 
France as a body ; they rather threaten to become a some- 
what disorderly group of petty rulers, each “ monarchising ** 
in his own district. 

But though this seems to me the main cause of the 
prominence of Idngship, still other causes co-operated, and 
chief among these is the pre-existence of the Roman Empire 
1 Lecture iv. p. 71. 
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itself. The Roman Empire of the West passes away in the 
fifth century, but the ideas of the empire have a much 
longer life, and in various forms and inodes influence the 
subsequent development of Europe down to the period of 
absolute monarchy. First, when the barbarians begin to 
overrun the civilised world in the fifth century, this civilised 
world has been under absolute monarchy dming the four 
centuries in which they have been getting acquainted with 
it ; hence, when the new barbarian kingdoms are formed out 
of Roman provinces, the more civilised portion of the popula- 
tion composing them hands on the ideas and habits belonging 
to absolute monarchy. So far as the barbarians submit, as 
they must to some extent, to the intellectual influence of a 
superior civilisation, that influence is a monarchical influence. 
We see this conspicuously in the case of the Frankish 
monarchy, which takes a leading place in the formation of 
the pohtical institutions of modern Europe. We see it even 
in the early times of the earliest Merovingian monarchy 
in Fiance, though here the impulse which conquest gives 
to the development of kingly power is soon more than 
counteracted by the inadequacy of the hereditary king for 
the task of government, greatly increased in difficulty by 
conquest. It reappears stiU more strildngly in the monarchy 
of Charles the Great, who actually assumes the imperial 
crown. And, observe, the influence of the Roman Empire 
thus revived is not limited to the power possessed by the 
series of potentates who wore the imperial crown. If 
this were all we should have to admit that the imperial 
position weakened rather than strengthened the eflective 
power of the German monarchy to which it was attached ; 
but we have to consider that its influence over ideas is 
powerful the other way ; it keeps before the minds of men 
a monarchy of ancient prestige as the generally accepted 
highest form of government. Then after the revival of the 
study of Roman law in the twelfth century, the ideas of the 
empire become effective in a new and important way through 
the channel of the legal profession. The modern lawyers 
taught by the Roman jurists mamfest a steady tendency to 



XITI 


TRANSITION TO MRDIRVAL HISTORY 


193 


take their view of the relation of law to govexiunent, and 
hence a continual bias towards assimilating so far as possible 
the position of the modern monarch with that of the ancient 
emperor. 

To these influences on the side of monarchy, connected 
with the Roman Empire, we must, I think, add an important 
part of the influence of the Christian Church. Here, how- 
ever, the statement must be carefully guarded, as this 
influence is of a complicated and varying kind, very diflerent 
at different periods ; and we have to distinguish, on the one 
hand, the force exercised by the Church as an organised 
body with corporate interests to defend, and on the other 
hand, the political ideas and sentiments that tended to be 
connected with historical Christianity, and to be propagated 
hy the clergy as preachers of this, — for these two forces were 
often opposite in direction. Regarded as an ecclesiastical 
organisation, the Oatbolic Church, throughout European 
history, is often brought into intense conflict with the 
monarchical governments of diflerent European countries ; 
and when this happens the Church is naturally led to ally 
itself with anti - monarchical, or at least anti - absolutist, 
elements and tendencies in the secular orgardsation of 
society, in order better to carry on this conflict. But re- 
garded apart from its corporate organisation and the senti- 
ments connected with that, Catholic Christianity normally 
exercised an influence on the side of order, and therefore of 
monarchy. It enjoined obedience, in general terms, to the 
powers that be,” but its traditional conception of such powers 
was monarchical. It had grown up under an absolute 
monarchy, and it carried the habits of thought thus generated 
into the period of dissolution and reconstruction of political 
order that followed the barbarian invasion, and thus tended 
to regard the anti-monarchical forces as anarchical and 
rebellious. 

The ultimate result of all these causes combined, in the 
West'Euxopean nations generally, was that the first period 
of properly modern history — ^history of the West-European 
states completely reduced to civilised order — ^is a period of 

n 
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what may be called absolute monarchy. The organisation 
of all governmental agencies under the control of a heredi- 
tary monarch, whose will at any point at which he chooses 
to exercise it is undisputed, came to be not only the 
actually predominant type, but widely accepted as the form 
of political institution adapted to the maintenance of 
orderly civilisation. It is in the seventeenth century that 
this stage is reached, in the development of West-European 
states generally — after the close of the wars of religion 
that form so stormy a transition from medieval to modern 
politics. Erance leads the van, gives the fashion, spreads 
the ideas of this modern monarchy ; but the conditions of 
other countries are sufficiently similar to give it a natural 
predominance over civilised Europe. 

§ 4. In the course of the lectures that follow T propose 
to trace briefly the process by which this general result was 
reached. I shall begin by marking its chief stages, and 
trying to distinguish and characterise the chief elements of 
the growing societies which were powerful and important 
at the different periods. 

In dealing with these elements it is important to keep 
steadily before out minds the far greater complexity of the 
political phenomena of the European country-state as com- 
pared with the Greek city-state. In the Greek state, we 
have a community of which the conditions are at first pre- 
dominantly rural — an agricultural community in which, 
after private property in tilled land has been established, 
the fully privileged citizen is a land-owner who lives on 
the produce of his own land, whether tilled by himself or 
by others, and goes to war at his own charges : in which 
accordingly, as inequalities of property come in, the larger 
land-owners tend to absorb political power and economically 
oppress the smaller farmers. But gradually, in the com- 
munities who live in the full stream of commerce and 
civilisation, urban conditions prevail over rural ; these 
wealthy land-owners become the leading inhabitants of the 
walled town, and afterwards landed property ceases to be 
a necessary qualification for citizenship : the life of the 
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communityj religious as well as secular, is unified by its 
material embodiment in tbe city. 

In tracing tbe liistory of the modern state we have to 
notice as a main thread (if I may so say) of development — 
as in the early period of the old city-state — the connection 
that is so long maintained between political power and land- 
ownership, and the changes that this connection goes through 
as the nation passes into what is called the feudal period 
and then “emerges from it. But at the same time we have 
to note, as another thread of development running alongside 
of this and variously intertwining with it, the groiyth within 
the country-state of towns with a large degree of self- 
government. And in the same way we have to note, as a 
characteristic feature of medieval “European history, the 
separate organisation of the clergy as a body having a 
structure and a corporate life distinct from, though inter- 
mixed with, the structure of the secular government and 
the life of the nation as a political organism. In each of 
these cases the scientific student of history has to trace the 
political development of the elements separately, and also 
to trace their varying relations to the development of the 
nation as a whole. Both Church and cities have contributed, 
in fundamentally important ways, to the formation of the 
modern European states : but each element, in certain cases 
and at certain periods, has become a force antagonistic to 
the development of national unity : the Church, so far as it 
has tended to the estabHahnaent of a theocracy, and the 
cities so fax as they have aimed, either alone ox in federa- 
tion with other cities, at an independence incompatible with 
national unity and coherence. 

Hence when just now I characterised European mon- 
archy as representing national unity and order in opposition 
to the disruptive and disorderly tendencies of oligarchy, I 
gave an incomplete view of its position. A similai resist- 
ance was required, at certain periods, to the Church when 
its theocratic pretensions, under the control of a foreign 
potentate, became exorbitant ; and to the cities or com- 
munes, when they pushed too far their claims of inde- 
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pendence. The strength of the monarch’s position was that 
he represented national unity and order against each of 
these different and conflicting elements in turn, when it 
tended to interfere with the independence and coherence of 
the nation. 

§ 5. The development of the towns in medieval history 
will be the subject of later lectures. Here I will only observe 
that where this development is most full and striking, the 
scope for it is given by another element of complexity in 
the development of modern European states which must be 
noticed^ — the Holy Eoman Empire. I have spoken of the 
ideas left behind by the old Eoman Empire as an intellectual 
force operating on the side of monarchy ; and I think there 
is no doubt that the revival of the imperial title assisted in 
maintaining the general view that the government of one 
supreme will was natural and normal. Hut, as I said, it is 
none the less true that the Holy Eoman Empire itself was 
a source of weakness rather than strength to the monarchy, 
in each of the two countries in which — ^from the time of 
Otto the Great — national kingship was overlaid with the 
lofty but somewhat hollow pretensions attachmg to the 
imperial title. If there had been no Holy Eoman Empire 
— if the German king had had no further ambition than to 
be king in Germany, df he had not had his attention con- 
tinually distracted and his resources continually exhausted 
by Italian adventures — see no clear reason why Germany 
should not have attained national unity under a king, 
like France and Spain, at the close of the Middle Ages ; 
and at any rate, it would not have been split up into a 
bewildering profusion of principalities, great and small, 
held together by the imperfect bond of a so-called empire, 
as W6 find it when modern history begins. The Teutons 
would surely have been aggregated in states as large 
as those of their northern Idnsmen the Scandinavians. 
Similarly — ^though this is more doubtful — ^there might have 
been a united Italy, or at least a ISTorth Italy and a South, 
divided perhaps by the Papal territory. And I think we 
may say that what actually happened instead belongs to 
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that large part of the phenomena of history which we axe 
forced to regard as the effect of accident : i.e. we cannot 
trace any general causes clearly tending, with a force prac- 
tically irresistible, to produce it. There was no apparent 
reason for expecting the revival of the Roman Empire in the 
West in A.D. 800 if there had not then lived a monarch of so 
nnique and commanding a genius that we must regard him 
as an accident ; and if the Holy Roman Empire had not 
been instituted in the person of Charles the Great, I see no 
reason to suppose that it would have been established at 
all. It is true that in the fifth and sixth centuries, 
when the Roman Empire of the West has just fallen, the 
Church makes repeated efiorts to resuscitate the empire ; it 
entreats the barbarian kings to make themselves Roman 
Emperors, to assume the rights of Roman Emperors, to 
enter into the same relations with the Church ia which the 
Roman Emperor stood.^ But as the old civilisation was 
more and more submerged and broken up imder the invad- 
ing tide of barbarism these efiorts died away ; the Church 
itself suffered a partial lapse into barbarism; and when 
society and the Church together began to emerge out of 
this condition at the close of the tenth century, the Roman 
Empire of the West belonged to so remote a past that its 
revival would hardly have appeared practicable, if it had 
not been for the remarkable extension which the Erankish 
kingdom had reached in the powerful hand of Charles the 
Great — and that, too, as the champion of Roman Catholic 
orthodoxy. I conclude, then, that had there been no 
Charles the Great, Otto and his successors would only 
have been German kings. 

Observe that this accident, as I have called it, does not 
make any diffierence in the broad general result of monar- 
chical absolutism attained at the end of the seventeenth 
century ; only in Germany and North Italy the monarchical 
powers are exercised by a number of smaller princes, who 
have attained practical independence in Germany and formal 
independence in Italy, There are indeed some free city- 
^ See Guizot, Histoire de la Civilisation tn Europe, chap. vi. 
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states surviving among them — ^results of the great medieval 
development of the cxty-commiinitieSj to which I shall ask 
your attention in subsequent lectures. But ultimately the 
result, as regards the prevalent type of government, is 
essentially the same in Germany and Italy, as it is else- 
where, only the process that leads to the result is funda- 
mentally difierent. Outside the empire it is the central 
power that wins ; the great nobles have to submit to become 
mere adjuncts of the crown : in Germany thef put on 
crowns — ^royal or grand-ducal — themselves.^ 

§ 6, Bearing in mind, then^ the complexity of elements in 
West-European states generally, as above described, let us 
examine briefly the stages of the process of change in political 
institutions as existing in the fragments of the Eoman 
Empire broken up by the barbarian invasions, and the new 
countries which — largely through the extension of Chris- 
tianity-shared in the growing civilisation compounded of 
old and new elements. It is an assistance in tracing this 
process among the diverse courses of development — especi- 
ally of Italy and Germany as compared with Erance and 
Spain — to keep in view that the diflerent lines nob only come 
round, broadly spealdng, to the same result of absolute 
monarchy in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, but 
they start from the same beginning as regards the main de- 
positaries of secular power in each nation, namely, from the 
old Teutonic community which I described in my second 
lecture. 

As I before reminded you, in this community, when 
we first know it, supreme power belongs to the tribal 
assembly of freemen bearing arms ; in this peace and 
war are decided, heinous offences punished, chiefs chosen 
to preside over local divisions, and commanders in war 
chosen from among the chiefs. In some cases — Tacitus’ 
time clearly a minority — ^the command in war belongs to a 

^ in tke states of North. Italy the result is reached through the diUerent 
process of municipal repubhcavism, which early predominates over feudality 
and then lapses into Tyrannis which develops into hereditary monarchy 
without losing its despotic quality, 
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king ; too, is elected, but geneiaily from among the 
members of one family, and is permanent chief in peace as 
well as in war. As under the influence of neighbouring 
Eoman civihsation the Germanic tribes form larger aggre- 
gates — ^voluntarily, or under more or less compulsion — 
kingship extends, as the bond req^uired to hold these aggre- 
gates together. Then, the Eoman armies being more and 
more formed of barbarians, the Germans are trained for 
civilised *war both within, and in conflict with, the Eoman 
armies, and the civilised world behind the frontiers of the 
Eoman Empire is more and more adapted to be their prey. 
At length the harrier is too weak to keep them out, and 
they spread over the provinces, not at first as conquerors, 
nor with any settled hostihty to the empire, but mostly 
quite prepared to acknowledge its supremacy, and act as its 
military auxiliaries, if it will provide for them. At the 
same time, early in the fifth century it is evident that, in 
the western provinces of the empire, large bands of them 
have, as the phrase is, come to stay ; partly by violence, 
partly by arrangement and compromise, the incomers change 
— sometimes rather gradually — ^from auxiharies comfortably 
quartered on the provincials to conquerors who allow the 
provincials a more or less reasonable share of theic own 
property. The process is favoured by the continued usurpa- 
tions, rebellions, and civil strife that go on in the Eoman 
government of Western Europe, Gradually it becomes 
manifest that the preponderance of military force in these 
regions is overwhelming on the barbarian side ; the prestige 
of the empire slowly sinks and — at any rate beyond the 
Alps — completely collapses, and before the end of the fifth 
century barbarian kings have xmdertaken the task of 
goyexning Eomans as well as Germans, from the Ehine to 
the Atlantic and from the German Ocean to the deserts 
of Africa. 

Let us fioc our attention on the Frankish kingdom ; for 
this — owing to its subsequent extension into the empire of 
Charles the Great — stakes the lead in determining the politi- 
cal institutions of medieval Europe. I may observe that 
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the Franks, when they have become predominant under 
Clovis, are less Romanised than the other barbarians — e,g. 
Goths and Bnignndians — and their constitution shows 
markedly the characteristics of the primitive polity. The 
primary result of the formation of the new kingdom is to 
increase the power and dignity of the king ; he is the one bond 
of union of different peoples ; to the former Roman subjects 
he takes the place of the collapsed Empire ; to many, even 
of the Germans, he stands in the relation of conq^udror. The 
conquering Franks become politically weaker through disper- 
sion ; and though the army remains conscious that it is an 
assembly of freemen in arms, and occasionally intervenes 
effectively at political crises, still, all real participation of 
ordinary freemen in the management of the affairs of the nation 
ceases ; the rare assemblies of warriors become practically 
more military reviews^ and the local divisions come to be 
controlled by royal instead of elected officials. Nor does it 
appear that the power that is thus lost by the body of 
common freemen is sei^ied in the main by an old nobility. 
It rather tends to fall into the hands of the counts and 
dukes who administer the provinces of the Frankish king- 
dom under the Merovingian kings, when these kings prove 
unequal to their task of maintaining order and cohesion. 
But these counts and dulses appear to be taken from the 
king’s following, and to have rank, at first, only as his repre- 
sentatives. The administration of the realm is in the hands 
of the king’s household — ^when the hereditary monarch is 
too feeble to govern, it is the major domus, the overseer of 
his household, who naturally supplants him. 

I say supplants him ” ; for though the power of the 
old Teutonic kingship thus grew to meet the demands made 
on it by the task of governing the large miscellaneous aggre- 
gate formed by conquest, it did not become strong enough 
for the task. Nox could change of dynasty adequately 
remedy its deficiency. For several centuries — ^broken only 
by the brief interval of strong Carolingian rule — civilisa- 
tion in Western Europe seemed to be struggling painfully 
with ever-renewed disorder without making any real way. 
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ThiSj if we can call it a stage of devclopmentj is tlie second 
stage. In this time of peril to social order it would seem 
that neither the habit of obedience to long or magistrate, 
nor the reverence for religious admonition, nor the sense of 
common citizenship and the impulse to co-operate for 
common interests, are forces strong enough to save cmlised 
society from chaos. The bond by which society knits itself 
together is that peculiar fusion of public and private rights 
and obligations, that peculiar combination of personal ties 
with the ties formed by joint ownership of land, which we 
know as the feudal system. 
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ITEtlDAL AND SEMI-EETJDAD POLITY 

§ 1. In the preceding leotoe I endeavoured briefly to 
characterise the course of political change in that portion 
of Western Europe — specially important for the student 
of West European polity — which was united under the 
imperial rule of Charles the Great, up to the point at 
which it passes into the condition Imown as feudal. This 
latter transition and its results we must now proceed to 
analyse more closely. 

The feudal system may he referred^ I think, to a coal- 
escence of the following tendencies, each of which is 
traceable before and apart from it : — (1) The tendency of 
the intenser and closer personal relation of lordship and 
service to prevail over the relation of free citizen to his 
feUow-citizens and the community, when this latter tie 
proved too weak to resist the disruptive forces of disorder. 
The two difierent relations — of lord to dependent, and of 
freeman to freeman — ^had always existed in. the old 
Teutonic community ; we may perhaps say in the European 
community, since they are clearly seen at Eome,^ We 
do not, however, find at Eome the Teutonic custom that, 
in the tribal state, chiefs at least could have in their 
service free dependents as well as dependents only half free, 
i.e. men whose service was free and. martial, having no 
necessary tendency to degrade the follower who rendered 
it into a lower class. This relation is one of the germs of 
feudalism. It was natural that in troublous times this 
relation between inferior and superior freemen should be 

^ Oivis — oivis, oliens— patronua, 

202 



LECT. XIV FEUDAL AND SEMI’^FEUDAL POLITY 


203 


largely extended by the desire of the weak to seek the pro- 
tection of the strongj and of the strong to add to their 
strength by new dependents. 

(2) A second distihct element in feudalism is the grow- 
ing tendency of the relation of the individual to the land 
to determine his political relation. In the old Teutonic 
community the free citizen is entitled to his allotment of 
land, not so much as property, rather as a right involved in 
full citizehship. At first such allotments are temporary, the 
lots are periodically re-distribiited ; and even when this has 
ceased, for a time they are not divisible, or strictly alienable 
or heritable — though a son naturally succeeds his father. 
Gradually, as available land becomes completely occupied, 
heritabiUty, divisibility, and conseq^uent inequahty come in ; 
and while the connexion of citizenship with the possession 
of land remains, cause and efiect are inverted ; the landless 
man loses his privileges as a citizen, and he has to find a 
lord, if he wants a place in the social system. He therefore 
enters the service of some large landowner, in some form or 
other ; he obtains his protection for a return in money or 
service, and often becomes a cultivator of a part of his land 
for a rent. We see this tendency definitely in England 
before feudahsm, strictly speaking, is introduced by the 
Norman Conquest. 

Conceive these two tendencies as separate factors, and 
then suppose them combined. By their coalescence we get 
the fusion of personal ^ervice and land-tenure, which is 
essential to feudalism. fAnd here I must distinguish the 
relation of the feudal lord to the inferiors who owe him 
primarEy and chiefly — ^though not solely — military service, 
from bis relation to the originally free cultivators of his 
land whose services are non-military. This latter relation, 
though an accompaniment of feudalism, is not strictly feudaL 
The strictly feudal relation is that of vassal to lord. Thirf 
is — ^to use legal terms — at once personal and real ; the vassal 
owes his lord the loyal service of a dependent freeman-^and 
especially service in war — ^bnt he owes it on the score of cer- 
tain joint rights in a portion of land, ultimately called a fief. 
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But the prominent political character of feudalism ia 
due to a third combination of causes. A further fusion 
takes place of landholdership, if extensive, with the exercise 
of important governmental functions over freemen generally 
residing on the land. This latter fusion, again, is due to 
the combined elTects of two movements : (1) the largely 
successful efforts of large landholders to obtain independent 
jurisdiction over persons, free as well as imfiee, living on 
their estates — a moyeme^t.^in, which/ ^ in the irrfgpaents of 
the Franldsh empire in which feudalism proper has its 
primary home, the churches take the lead and the laymen 
follow ; and (2) the successful efforts of the dukes and 
counts who were originally public officials with functions 
revocable at will, and public sources of revenue — ^but who 
succeed in getting their functions regarded as hereditary 
and in obliterating the distinction between public and 
private revenue. Thus private landowners assuming, as 
such, governmental functions, and public officials treating 
their powers and privileges as a kind of heritable property,^ 
the fusion of private and public rights and obligations on 
the basis of land-tenure is pressed on both sides. Suppose, 
at the same time, that a marked social separation has been 
established between the dependents of a lord who owe him 
military service, — some of whom may have risen from a 
semi-servile condition, — and those who cultivate his lands 
and pay him rent or non-military service — some of whom 
have been originally free. The general feudal conception 
of political relations is now complete, ’ 

§ 2. Let ns now turn from contemplating the process to 
consider the chief features of the formed result,— the social 
and political structure of a society in which feudalism is 
established, omitting for the present the clergy, and dis- 
regarding the independent structure and seh-govemment of 

^ The oonfuaioxL of governmental power with private ownership seems to 
"belong to the Teutonics political ideas, as we find them most simply and 
abiikingly manifested by the Merovingian Idngg of the l?ranlis. Thus, after 
the division of the Idngdom formed by Clovis^ conquests among his four 
sons, WQ find that Chilperio, one of the four, gives five towne— of which 
Bourdeaux ia one — to his wife Galawintha as "MorveuKabe.’* 
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tlie towns, wMch in tlie earlier stage of feudalism is, in 
most districts, very undeveloped. 

We see a society of wMoh tlic members are bound 
together in a scale of different ranks, fixed and kept stable 
by a scale of relations to land. The most marked division 
of the scale is that which divides the upper, military portion 
Irom the lower, chiefiy agricultural portion, — the soldier, 
miles ” or knight, whatever his grade, from the peasant, 
whether tree or servile. The upper portion of the scale — 
the mihtary class who live on the produce of the soil which 
they partly own but do not actually cultivate — owe military 
service of a fixed amount, fixed by custom, to their im- 
mediate superiors, to whom they are hound by ties of 
personal loyalty, established by an oath of fidelity. Besides 
THie general obligations of not injuring the lord in any way 
in person, family, or fortune, the vassal was specially bound 
to adhere to his side in war, and to attend his court of 
justice, take part if called on in the administration of justice 
and submit to its decisions. He was also hoimd to certain 
occasional payments — chiefiy “ reliefs ’’ paid when the fief 
passed by descent, “ fines ” on alienation, and “ aids ’’ given 
on certain occasions of special need of the lord.^ 

The lowest grade of these vassals might have for their 
immediate lord a king or a duke owning no superior except 
the emperor ; but for the most part the chain of feudal 
allegiance had several links. Thus the great vassals over 
whom the king of Erance had fox a long time little more 
than a nominal sovereignty had to a great extent vassals 
who were lords in their turn to other vassals. Two con- 
sequences of this, when feudalism was fully developed, are 
to he speciaUy noted as fatal to pohtical order : (1) The 
loyalty of the vassal was held to be due to his imm ediate 
superior, and therefore ordinarily only through him — per- 
haps through more than one link — to the king, who had 

^ The recognised occasions varied at diilerent periods and places : by 
Magna Carta in England they wero limited to three — -when the lord’s eldest 
son was made a knight, when he married his eldest daughter, and when ho 
had himself to be redeemed from prison. 
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not a Tight to exact an oath of fidelityj except from his own 
immediate vassals. Consequently, if the king and a great 
vassal quarrelled, the latter could usually rely on his military 
dependents following him into rebellion. (2) Originally the 
design of the system was that a vassal should have only 
one fief, but this rule was nullified by ambition and 
cupidity ; so that a noble might at the same time be vassal 
of two conflicting sovereigns, or an independent sovereign 
might be at the same time the vassal of another. Such 
complications obviously tended to make the tie of fidelity 
illusory. 

The former of these consequences was of most general 
importance ; and it is specially characteristic of the strong 
government of our Norman William, that while introducing 
feudalism into England he excluded this consequence. To 
quote Stubbs : “At the famous Council of Salisbury of 
A.D. 1086 we learn from the Chronicle that ^ there came unto 
the king * , , all the landholders of substance in England 
whose vassals soever they were, and they all submitted to 
him, and became his men, and swore oaths of aUegiance 
that they would be faithful to him against aU others.^ ” ^ 
According to the old law, oven on the Continent, the duty 
to the king was understood to be reserved in swearing fealty 
to an inferior lord ; but the reservation was not expressed, 
and it became evanescent in feudal morality during the 
dominant period of feudalism in France and Germany. 
With it the sovereignty of the emperor, and for a time of 
the king of France, over his great vassals became equally 
evanescent : war and peace, coinage, justice in all degrees — ' 
there was no sovereign right that they did not claim to 
exercise at theix free discretion. 

Let na now contemplate the lower part of the scale, the 
peasant cultivators. With regard to the rights and status 
of these, it is difficult to make any generalisation, because 
they varied and fluctuated much, and at many times and 
places are obscure. But the general broad fact is this. 
There are firstly, slaves who have been gradually lifted up 

1 Constitutional History , vol. x., chap. ix. p. 266. 
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to serfdom — largely by the influence of the Churcli — and 
who, though in legal theory subject to taxation and forced 
labour without limits, gradually come to have rights secured 
and obligations limited by custom ; and secondly, freemen 
who have descended in the social scale, who — especially in 
the troublous times of the ninth and tenth centuries — had 
placed themselves under the protection, sometimes of secular 
lords, but usually of some bishop or abbot — sometimes 
bringing their land with them, — and had accepted the 
position of tributary dependence on certain fixed terms of 
payment in return for this protection. Sometimes they 
may have been forced into this condition ; but usually they 
seem to have entered it voluntarily, though afterwards they 
may often have been forced to submit to more oppressive 
conditions, h’or there seems to have been a general tend- 
ency — though varying much in diflerent times and places 
— ^to assimilate the two elements of the peasant-cultivator 
class; so that ..while one^ element^ rose out of slavery into 
serfdom, the other element was liable to be depressed 
towards serfdom. Thus even the free peasant cultivator 
seems to have been considered, at any rate in some places 
and times, as attached to the soil no less than the slave ; 
and they had mostly no legal appeal against the justice 
administered by the lord A 

Yiewing as a whole the system that I have briefly 
sketched, I may observe that in this system, regarded from 

^ Tile relation oi the military landowning class to the peasant cnltivatora 
might be compared with tho relations of Spartans to Helots in Greece. 
Indeed feudalism is sometimes conceived as having been, in the leading case 
of France, simply the result of the superposition of a tribe or horde of 
barbarians on a civilised peaceful people ; the conquering barbarians take tho 
land of the conquered and live at ease, while tho conquered till the land » 
thus the ‘ noble * class and the fighting class become identical. And there is 
much truth in this ; hut it simplifies too much. For conquest alone, with 
appropriation of land by tho conquerors, would not necessarily have produced 
the political result of feudalism. For instance, in the case of Sparta, where wo 
have a leas civilised conquering tribe superimposing itself on a part of Greece 
in a liigher state of civilisation and becoming landowners at leisure and 
fighters, the internal political relations of tho tribe are not materially altered 
by the conquest. As I pomted out, the primitive features of the polity 
survive remarkably in the Spartan constitution. But this is far from beinK 
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the point of view of Comparative Politics, the characteristic 
which in some treatments is most prominent — the military 
tenure — ^is the least distinctive : since the connexion of 
military service and land-tenure is found in states of society 
very remote from the feudal — as e,g. in Sparta. Prom our 
present point of view we are more concerned to lay stress on 
(a) the substitution of personal loyalty to a superior for the 
tie of common citizenship, and (6) the fusion of governmental 
rights with land-tenui'e on a large scale — the^ right of 
private coining and private war, the independence of regular 
taxation, the exclnsive exercise of original iurisdiction, 
possessed by the great feudal lords. A community in which 
these governmental powers and privileges axe possessed by 
certain large landholders as such is obviously imj-ierfectly 
coherent in theory, and consequently likely to he — as in 
fact it was — ^very imperfectly orderly in practice. 

The beat that can be said for this system is that, with . 
all its theoretical defects and practical incompleteness, it 
did — ^by welding together the strong sentiment of personal 
loyalty and the stable attachments connected with the pos- 
session of land — provide a temporary scaflolding or frame- 
work of order on which a truer national life could grow. 
Its radical defect was that confusion of public and private 
rights which was yet essential to it. If indeed we imagine 
the possessors of these blended rights, in their different 
grades, animated by strict Christian morality, the fusion 
loses much of its dangers ; the ownership of private pro- 
perty, to the sincere Christian, is a social function to be 
exercised for the common good for which he has to render 
a strict account, as much as the possession of governmental 
power. It is the impressive manner in which feudal forms 
suggested this high ideal that has constituted the attraction 
of the feudal system to romantic admirers. But the ideal was 
separated by too great a gap from the possibilities of average 

the 03,36 in feudalism. Feudalism is not the primitive Teutomc polity super- 
impoa^d on Roman civilisation ; the essential features of the old polity are 
fundasnentally altered. The difierenco ia due to the inapplicahility of the 
forma of the old polity for the new situation and to the great influence of 
tlie ins titutions of the Roman Empire, 
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iLuman naturej at least at this stage of its development ; the 
actual lesult was too much like what follows, according to 
the German proverb, from “ maldng the goat the gardener.” 
And when we speak — as we legitimately may — of a feudal 
monarchy, we must bear in mind that the 'strength of king- 
ship, the secret of its ultimate predominance, lay in the fact 
that all through this period it was conceived as outside, no 
less than within, the feudal hierarchy ; as representing, how- 
ever dimly and ineffectively, the undivided power of the 
state, the source of a higher and more equal justice, to 
which the classes at the base of the social system might 
appeal, and of an authority that might legitimately claim 
to check the disorderly strife of the intervening ranks of 
the hierarchy. 

§ 3. The feudalism that I am describing had for its 
primary sphere the countries that had been united under 
Charles the Great. It appears to have become settled and 
coherent in France by the tenth century. In Germany its 
development was somewhat later, owing to the greater 
strength beyond the Ehine of more primitive institutions 
and customs. Through the influence of the Empire it 
spreads into Denmark ; and the Norman Conquest intro- 
duces an important element of it — the military tenure — ^in 
a very complete form into England, while excluding the 
political disintegration which we have seen to be so dis- 
astrous a characteristic of continental feudahsm. 

And this leads me to notice an objection that may 
be taken to the general conception of the subject that I 
have been expounding. It may be said that Feudalism,” 
or “ Feudal Monarchy,” and still more the ‘‘ Frankish 
Monarchy,” in its pre-feudal stages, are notions not suffi- 
ciently generalised for the purposes of political science, 
which, as I explained before, aims at getting, by com- 
parison and induction from particular instances, as precise 
notions as can be formed of general types and tendencies. 
Now the Frankish Monarchy— it may be fairly urged— is 
merely the type of government that preceded feudalism in 
the particular case of the great kingdom established by the 

p 
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conquesta oi Clovis at the close of the fifth centtixy, and 
enlarged into an empire loy Charles the Great towards the 
close of the eighth century. But in England, in Spain, in 
Scandinavia there was no Eranhish and especially no 
Carolingian Monarchy ; and what we require in tracing 
the general process of development are general conceptions 
which apply more or less — if not in equal degree — to a 
number of cases. 

In replying to this ob j ection, it must of course be 
admitted that the Frankish Monarchy is the name of a 
particTilar historical form of government, and not of a 
general type abstracted from a number of examples. But 
so — ^it may be replied — is the Roman Empire itself ; and 
yet the Roman Empire has necessarily to be presented as 
a fundamentally important stage in the development of 
pohtical institutions in Europe, Though only some of 
the modern West European states are formed out of the 
fragments of the ancient Roman Empire, still it is an im- 
portant factor, though more indirectly, in the causes which 
have made the others what they are. Eor, to take one 
kind of influence only, the fact that throughout medieval 
history ia all West European states the clergy acknowledge 
a divided allegiance — ^being only partly under the govern- 
ment of any particular state, partly under that of an in- 
dependent sovereign holding court in Rome, who claims to 
judge and tax the clergy throughout Christendom — ^this fact 
cannot be explained without reference to the pre-existmg 
secular empire of Rome. As Hobbes strikingly says, the 
Papacy is the ghost of the Roman Empire sitting crowned on 
its grave. Well — ^it may be urged — in the same way, though 
not quite in the same degree, the existence of the Frankish 
Empire is a leading and central fact in the history of West 
European states generally ; so that its infiuence is important 
not only in the subsequent development of the countries 
into which it broke up — France, Germany, and North Italy 
— ^but of other countries too. Had it not been for the 
manner in which Roman and German elements were 
brought together in the Franldsh Empire, we should not 
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have had the feudalism which is not confined to France 
and the Empire, hut malces its way through the inhuence 
of the Empire into Denmark, and through the Norman 
Conquest into England and even Scotland, and into Southern 
Italy. Hence the pohtical institutions of the Franks under 
Clovis and his successors — and still more rmder Charles the 
Great— have a central importance in Europe which does not 
attach, e.^., to the political institutions of England at as nearly 
parallel stages as we can get — say under Egbert and Alfred, 
and Edgar and Canute ; since some of the distinctive character- 
istics of the feudalism that S])read over the larger part and 
the leading part of Western Europe are connected in a special 
way with the peculiar conditions of the Frankish Empire. 

At the same time, I admit to some extent the force of 
the objection above stated* Though feudalism is pre- 
dominant in Western Emope from the 
th e thirte^tl^ still feudalism proper remains a partial 
phenomenon; and I think we ought to observe carefully 
the development of the states outside the hmits of feudal- 
ism proper, in order by comparison of strictly feudal and 
non-feudal conditions to arrive at a rather broader charac- 
terisation of the stages of development represented in France 
and Germany by Frankish ” and feudal ” monarchy. And 
for this purpose the study of English history is in some 
respects peculiarly adapted ; since in England, before the 
Norman Conquest, we are able to contemplate a course of 
development which is broadly in the same direction as that 
which ends in feudalism in France and Germany, while yet 
its result is not exactly feudalism. Indeed, the difference 
between the old English institutions at the point reached in 
the eleventh century, and the feudalism introduced by the 
Normans is, in Stubbs’s view, fundamentally important, 
although the gulf that divides the two is not very deep 
and wide ; since the fact that feudalism proper came to us 
in a foreign garb caused Englislxmen to react against it, and 
contributed ultimately to reduce its influence, both as regards 
intensity and duration, to something very different from the 
feiul‘di m of the (jontirierit. 
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§ L How tten shall we try to characterise with greater 
generality the stages of political development of which 
“ Frankish ’’ and feudal monarchy are special cases 1 I 
think that if we try to look beyond the limits of feudaham 
proper, and include these in a wider generalisation, we can 
only regard them as phases in one long process, marked by the 
following tendencies. The popular element of the primitive 
pohty, the supreme control of the assembly of freemen in 
arms, decays from a combination of causes : partly through 
the greater power and prestige given to the king by the 
larger aggregate ; partly through weakening of the bond of 
fellow-citizenship, when the nation is spread over so large 
an area ; partly through unfitness of a non-representative 
assembly for government of so large a body. At first it 
looks as if the power thus lost by the people would accrue 
to the monarch. He becomes a personage of gi'eater dignity. 
The nation’s peace becomes the long’s peace, and the nation’s 
land becomes the king’s land. Still, we cannot say that the 
movement is definitely towards a strengthening of monarchy. 
As Stubbs says of the Anglo-Saxon system ; “ The growth 
of the royal power was theoretical rather than practical. 
What it gained on one side it lost on another. The king 
became the source of justice, the lord and patron of his 
people, the owner of the public lands ; but he had almost 
immediately to part with the substantial exercise of the 
powers so appropriated.” ^ In order to carry on the work 
of government, the subordinate chiefs had to be allowed 
an amoimt of power which made them formidable rivals. 
The result is not, on the whole, a strengthening of monarchy, 
but a fluctuating balance between monarchy and ohgarchy ; 
and oligarchy, as I have said, of a disruptive kind, tending 
to give powerful lords too great individual independence. 
Monarchy, as I have already said in speaking of the 
Franks, grows to meet the greater task imposed upon it 
by the larger size of the nation; but it does not grow 
strong enough to perform the task completely ; it has to 
struggle against the tendency of subordinate govemmentB 
^ ComhkUional Eisim'y, vol. i. -p. 207. 
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to become beieditary and semi-irLdependent — little monaxcbs, 
eacb within bis own district.^ 

Hence the most general statement of the type of political 
organisation in this period — extending, let us say, roughly, 
till the twelfth or thirteenth century — is, not that it tends 
either to monarchy or to oligarchy, but to a fluctuating 
balance between the two. What seems universally true 
is that the relation of the lord to his servant or re- 
tainer teijJds to predominate over the relation of the 
ordinary citizen or free member of the tribe or nation 
to his fellow-citizens and to the nation ; while, at the 
same time — as Stubbs says in the case of England — 
territorial relations are substituted for personal ones. 
Whereas the fundamental maxim of the primitive poHty 
is that every free and fully privileged member of the 
nation has a right to a share of the national land, 
so that the individuars political status determines his 
relation to land, in the later stage that we are now 
discussing this is reversed — ^the political position of the 
individual depends on his relation to land. On the one 
hand, the landless man has to find a lord ; on the oth^r, 
an important part of governmental rights — jurisdiction in 
various degrees — come to he inseparably connected with 
landowning ; the national comts tend to become more and 
more the courts of large landowners. 

These tendencies, then, are clearly exhibited outside 
feudahsm proper, though they find, as we before saw, their 
most conspicuous manifestation in that system. 

I may illustrate this further by examining more closely, 
in the particular case of England, the difference between the 
semi-feudal conditions before the Conquest, and the feudal- 
ism partially introduced by the Normans, Eirst, as regards 
military tenure, we see a process towards feudalism going 
on before the Normans, but the definite legal result not yet 
attained. Land is not definitely held on terms of military 
service — as it was after the Conquest when the country was 
divided up into “ knights’ fees,” i.e. holdings from each of 
^ The same struggle is found in Scandinavian history. 
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wHcIl one knigKt was expected to appear when the feudal 
host was summoned. But much land is practically so held, 
since dependents of lords have received land, remaining 
dependents, and small landowners have become dependents, 
to gain the protection of the chief. All these owe service 
to their overlord, and appear as his followers when 
summoned, tliough such service is not yet a strictly 
defined condition of their tenure. The old civic obliga- 
tion on freemen, as such, to fight in defence' of their 
country, still remains ; the army called out to resist an 
invasion ia called out on the basis of this civic obligation ; 
but still it is largely composed of dependents who follow 
their lords. 

And observe, this civic duty of serving in the national 
militia was maintained and developed by the Norman kings, 
and was one important mode by which they largely pre- 
vented the political effects of feudalism in weakening royal 
power and national cohesion. Thus the principle that the 
vassal was bound to follow ins immediate lord to battle, 
even against the king, was never admitted in England ; and 
the evils of private war and baronial castles, which became 
chronic in France, are only transient disorders in English 
history. Similarly, private coinage, which comes in under 
Stephen, is finally crushed by Henry II. So again, as regards 
judicial arrangements ; — grants of land to thegns and to the 
Church had long before the Conquest been commonly coupled 
with grants of jurisdiction — “ sac and soc ** — convejdng an 
exemption from the ordinary court of the hundred, and 
sometimes even from the court of the shire ; so that, before 
the Conquest, the right of justice ” had been an insepar- 
able incident of land-tenure. But the old national courts 
still remained ; the administration of justice did not become 
conapletely feudalised. And this, again, placed a weapon in 
the hands of the Norman kings which they turned to good 
account in their struggle with the harons. 
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MEDIEVAL THEOCEACy 

§ 1. In tlie last two lectures I traced briefly tlie steps by 
wliicli Western Europe — primarily tbe part of it included 
in the empire ol Charles the Great, Erance, Western 
Germany, and North Italy — passed from the conditions of 
the Roman Empire to those of feudalism ; remarking that it 
is from the CaroHngian Empire as a nucleus that feudalism 
extends. Through the Empire it is carried into Eastern 
Germany and Denmark ; through the influence of Southern 
I'rance into the Christian Spain gradually won hack from 
the Moors ; through the Norman conquests into Southern 
Italy and (with limitations) into England. Though all 
Western Europe ^Yas not feudal in a strict sense, we may 
speak broadly of its feudal period. Feudalism, as we saw, 
results from an attempt by the barbarian kings, raised in 
power and prestige by conquest, to work a civilised ad- 
ministration with a human material having primitive 
Teutonic ideas and habits, and with the bond of tribal 
community weakened by the effects of that conquest. The 
result, as a form of polity, may, as I said, he described as 
a fluctuating struggle between monarchy and what we may 
call — in contrast with the early ohgarclhes of the Greek 
city-states — a kind of disintegrative oligarchy. In the 
feudal period we have what we may call the modern 
country-state in the making ; it tends to be imperfectly 
coherent and imperfectly defined, for the fusion of govern- 
mental power and landownership interferes both with 
definite boundaries and with internal order. It tends to 
be imperfectly coherent, from the absence of a central 
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power strong enougli to overl)ear and crnsli any disorderly 
individual or group in the name oi the community ; and it 
tends to he imperfectly defined owing to the manner in 
which fragments of the country — ^feudal fiofs — combine 
with other fragments of alien countries through marriage 
and inheritance. 

Butj as we further noticed, owing to the greater com- 
plexity of the political evolution of the modern country- 
state as compared with the ancient city-state, we'^have not 
merely to consider the feudal organisation proper — so far 
as feudalism prevails — and the relations of the military 
landowning class to the peasant cultivators. We have also 
to take note of alien elements in this feudal organisation, 
which, though when feudalism is strongest they are welded 
into it and partially feudalised, axe yet essentially distinct. 
These are three. There is (1) the monarch, who, as we 
saw, has always to he considered in two aspects, partly as 
the coping-stone of the feudal edifice, feudal suzerain, but 
partly as having certain relations of right and duty to the 
rest of the community besides liis feudal vassals, which are 
ahen to feudalism, and the development of which ultimately 
destroys feudalism- He is king of the whole people as well 
as overlord in the feudal hierarchy ; and though this does 
not mean much where feudalism is strongest, it always means 
something. (2) The clergy, who have — ^till the Reformation — 
their own organisation under the headship of an independent 
sovereign, for whose support they are taxed, and who claims, 
with more or less success, to be a final court of appeal in 
ecclesiastical causes. This organisation, on the one hand, 
extending as it does over Western Europe, tends to unite it 
into one civilised order, and on the other hand ultimately 
becomes an obstacle to the coherent organisation of each 
individual state. I say ultimately,” because {e.g.) in Eng- 
land before the Norman Conquest I conceive that the unity 
of the Church helped the formation of a single nation out 
of a number of communities formed by difierent settlements. 
(3) The towns, which— though they enter into feudal rela- 
tions both upwards and downwards, have feudal superiors 
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and inferiors — are yet, when fully developed, essentially 
alien to feudalism in their character and organisation. It 
is in the semi-independent seK-government of towns that 
popular government revives in medieval Europe long before 
it obtains its partial and mostly transient share in the 
government of the medieval nation. 

Now if these three alien or semi-alien elements in the 
feudal organisation of society had always been fully con- 
scious th^t they represented— as in a certain sense they did 
represent — ^the cause of civilisation as against the imperfect 
order and coherence of the feudal system, and if in con- 
sequence they had been continually in alliance against 
feudalism, the com'se of development of medieval polity 
would have been much simpler, and much easier to grasp 
in a general conception. But this is not the case. The 
monarch and the church are, especially from the time of 
Hildebrand onwards, continually falling out ; and when 
they fall out, each allies itself as occasion offers with the 
feudal element of society. So again, the monarch, though 
generally inclined to favour the development of towns, is 
sometimes led to co-operate with his great feudatories in 
repressing them. 

Ultimately, as I said, it is the monarchical principle 
that prevails ; the completer order and unity that dis- 
tinguishes the modern from the medieval state is formed on 
a monarchical basis. The central authority which ultimately 
becomes strong enough to crush the disordering and disin- 
tegrating tendencies of feudalism is a monarchical authority. 
But before this happens, a movement to bring the European 
state-system into more coherent order on the basis of 
theocracy has developed, culminated, and collapsed ; this I 
propose briefly to describe in the present lecture. 

§ 2. It is customary for modem writers on Politics to 
include, among the forms of government which they char- 
acterise and classify, a form called Theocracy. So far it 
has not come in my way to deal with this ; since in the 
sense in which it appears to me most convenient to use the 
term, fully developed Theocracy does not clearly come before 
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US in tlio history of the Grieek city-states, nor in that part 
of the history of Eome to which I have directed your atten- 
tion ; and accordingly it finds no place in the political ideals 
of Greek and Eoman thinkers. The place of religion in the 
life of the community, and even in its political organisation, 
is indeed recognised by the Greek political philosophers — 
e.g, Aristotle, as I said, reckons priests among officials — but it 
is religion strictly subordinated to the purposes of the state 
and the control of the secular government. But hi tracing 
the development of political institutions in medieval Europe, 
we find at a certain stage what may he properly called theo- 
cracy established in a portion of Italy, including the great 
city of Eome, and in a more subordinate way, in the ecclesi- 
astical states of the Empire in Germany. And we also find 
a vigorous and sustained attempt to make this theocratic 
government practically supreme over Western Europe ; — an 
attempt of winch the success, though never more than 
partial, is at certain times and places very striking. 

Before examining the conditions and stages of this 
movement towards theocracy, it will be well to begin by 
defining the term. In the first place, the use of it does not 
imply any theological proposition. By theocracy we do not 
mean a State in which God governs, but a State in which 
persons claiming some special authority to declare the divine 
will are habitually obeyed on this ground, not only in the 
ordering of rebgious worship, hut in the administration of 
secular afiairs. Again, I do not think it is enough to con- 
stitute theocracy that a hereditary monarch is conceived to 
rule by divine right — or even, in less civilised ages, in 


virtue of divine descent. Such special relation to the 
divinity gives additional prestige to the ruler believed to 
be so favoured, and an additional TnefivA inx nheyiTig him ; 
but it is hardjv enough to constitute a fip ecj fic diff ei^ence in 
the form of gov ern ment Ls ince it does not necessarily cause 
any change in the appointment or functions of tE^moriaroh 
rjc mn3r;;^ ose^hea5'"tiiis halo is t'lirQwn7'^TEe’’‘‘^ 
what diSSeM^whenTheTHn^orTEe^nobility have a mono- 
poly of important priestly and prophetic functions, and a 
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generally admitted claim to know the rules by observing 
which Divine anger may be averted or appeased, and can 
use the influence over opinion and sentiment which they 
thus gain to repress or elude opposition to then rule. In 
this case I think we should say that the monarchy or oh- 
garchy that is thus strengthened and rendered more stable 
has acquired a theocratic tinge or aspect, though it remains 
monarchy or oligarchy none the less.^(^It seems tg^^e, 
however, ^ost convenient to use the term theocracy , strictl y 
^&n, soSaT organisation^ in whioh_the peraona^ 

^ho assume a special intimacy, with l\e^iven,._a spe cial 
^^(ju^tance_with Jhe Divine wihj are organiaecL ia„,aL pra- 
fessional body specially devoted to their religious calling, 
and for the most part distinct and separate from the ordi m 
ary secular government ; then, in proportion a£ this separate 
l) ^y" acquire's" power in secular affairs, the, government^tends 
to have a distinctly and preponderantly theocratic character * 
aSTv^eh^tEs ecclesiastical body has obtained supreme con- 
txoT, VeTiave^ Theocracy complete. ^ 

TTow"m the history of the Greek city-state, tEs degree 
of influence of priests — ^if it ever existed- — ^must be placed 
before the period Estorically known. I say “if it ever 
existed,” because it can hardly be doubted that the Greeks 
have been more religious than they are when we Est know 
them m Homer. The oEy question is how far this religiosity 
went. / But in the Estory of the Greek cit y-states, during 
the ptood historically known, the priesthoods never appear 
to have tMs kind of mdependent and predominant position 
m the pohtical sphere. Religion is an indispensable element 
of political society, but has no discernible general import- 
ance in determining political changes.’^ It is no doubt 
occasionally worked with effect in particular cases ; as 
when the Pisistratids are driven out of Athens partly 
tEough the persistent mstruction of the oracle of Delphi 
to the Spartans to liberate Athens — due, it is alleged, to the 
liberality of certam wealthy Athenian exiles in rebmlding 

^ This was tho position (e g ) of the patrician oligarchy at Borne in their 
atruffofle with the plebeians. 
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the temple of tho Delphian Apollo. And on the whole 
religion is in Greece a conservative force ; the philosophers, 
indeed, attach an importance to it as a means of maintain- 
ing good political institutions, which rather surprises us when 
we consider the very little effect it seems actually to have 
in checMng revolutionary movements. But they always 
assume it to be strictly under the control of the good and 
wise secular government which the philosophers aim at 
instituting. 

When we turn to the history of Eome, religion seems to 
play in early times a more prominent part. What we hear 
of Numa suggests that religious influences had a good deal 
to do with the unification and development of the State in 
one stage at least of the legendary period of Eoman history ; 
and in the historic period it seems to be a really valuable 
force on the side of the old oligarchy in their struggle with 
the plebs. It enables them at any rate to delay the move- 
ment towards extension of political privileges which they 
cannot prevent. But it does not in Eome, any more than 
in Greece, lead to the establishment of any ecclesiastical 
caste or order that seeks power as such ; in fact, one of the 
most important difierences between the Giseco-Ii alian idea 
of the State and the medieval and modem idea is, that in 
the former it is conceived as having the functions which in 
medieval times were separated and bestowed on the Church, 
and which modern theories have at any rate not yet re- 
stored to the State. Thus the ideal of the thinkers naturally 
gives it the fundamentally important duty of maintaining the 
virtue of the citizens, by supervising their education through 
the period of childhood, and correcting their vicious and 
luxurious hahits in adult life. 

Of course the separation of Ohuxoh.and State does not 
necessa^^JeacLto Theocracy. Indeedj^ 

TEeocracy, when complete, involves a fusion of Church and 
"Stater ^ ^,“^whe re tE ^ is a separate'" or g anisation of 
^"‘’profes sional priests, reIigi QUs..id^ a "^d sentimeiS ’^li^ngly 
^’inB.uential, a nd a social condition like that of th e ea rly 
T3G33IeTges, with national un ity in^erfect, and political 
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order precarious and unstablej so that any element of 

society tEat Eas any figliS ng "“"forc e is^ "driven in s^- 

d[efence"^to use that force, we have a condrS[6n'^IaY0urahie 
to theocratic attempts* 

§ 3. I propose, then, to begin by tracing the develop- 
ment of this separate organisation. It had its origin^ as is 
of course familiarly known to all ofus7^"’"ffie He^ or 
Jewish poh ty, which was, in im porta nt periodFoT ItiTuit^ 
"ho^m plet^y"^ The^place occup ied by ci ^ law i n 

IjScd^I^idman in i^eTe wisEnat^^ 

law of God ; the normal motives to obey this law bei ng tru st 
*pFomlses and fear of the judgments of the Divine 
Xawgiver, who had made a special covenant to protect the 
J ewishj coS^Ion^^^ due 

obedience. And the sources from which knowledge of the 
Taw was actually gained had the complexity often exhibited 
by the jurisprudence of an advanced community. Christianity 
inherited the notion of a written divine code, acknowledged 
as such by the “ true Israel ' — now potentially including 
the whole of mankind, or at least the chosen of all nations 
— on the sincere acceptance of which the Christian’s share 
of the divine jiromises to Israel depended. And though the 
ceremonial part of the old Hebrew code was altogether re- 
jected, and with it aU the supplementary jurisprudence 
resting on tradition and erudite commentary, still God’s 
law was believed to be contained in the sacred books of 
the Jews, supplemented by the records of Christ’s teaching 
and the writings of His apostles. By the recognition of thi s 
law the Church was constituted asah "bmere d cornmuni^ , 
*1es&ehtially lIIsfin5bHronrtEe'*SlaEeX""^^ between 

^e‘1;w^'bgihg"sE aruSera^ by the wi thdrawa l of 

TEe^Strly Christians from civic life^ to avoid the performance 
"oTlHoTatrous ceremonies imposed as olB,cial"'S;^e8sions of 
loyalty f and by the persecutions wHch they”had td^endure, 
IvEeir the spread of an association apparently so Hostile to 
the framework of ancient society^had at length cauaef smous 
^aTaxm to the imnerial government. 

We may say that, through this separateness, the Christian 
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society carried within, it from the fixst the germ of theo- 
cracy ; but tor a long time the body of men who recognised 
the authority of this divine law governing all human life, 
though forming a quasi-political society, lived in the midst 
of the vast civilised society under Roman law, keeping aloof 
from secular organisation, and not attempting to control it 
and modify the administration of secular law in accordance 
with the new code. Indeed, in its earlier stage, the Christian 
community assumes an attitude of alienation from hll secidar 
government. In the view of primitive Christians, ordinary 
human society was a world temporarily surrendered to 
Satanic rule, over which a swift and sudden destruction 
was impending ; in such a world the little band who were 
gathered in the ark of the church could have no part or lot. 
Thus patriotism and the sense of civic duty tended, under 
the influence of early Christianity, either to expand into 
universal philanthropy, or to be concentrated on the ecclesias- 
tical community. “ We recognise but one Commonwealth, 
the world, says Tertullian. We loiow,” says Origcn, “ that 
we have a fatherland founded by the word of God.” ^ 

This attitude was partially, but only partially, changed 
when the Christian Church became under Constantine the 
established religious organisation of the Roman Empire. 
The Christian priesthood still kept in theory aloof from 
the world and the things of the world ; and in practice, 
whatever worldliness might attach to any of its bishops did 
not yet take the form of an eflort to control secular govern- 
ment in secular things. The Church has its own rulers 
rmder the supremacy of the emperor, in the main un- 
connected with the secular government ; though ceitaiu 
administrative functions of moral or humane import — such as 
visiting prisons to prevent illegal imprisonment, suppressing 
gaming, preventing women from being forced on the stage 
— are given to the bishops by the Justinian Code ; and 
in the decay of the municipalities in the fourth century, 
the bishops come to occupy a not unimportant place in 
municipal administration. This use of ecde^astics Jn_j^d- 
1 Compare the aiithor’a History of Mthic^, pp. Ill, 112, 119, 120. 
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ministration may perhaps be regarded as a first step towards 
tbedcHnyTnBuF^^ step towards it. InlSI^ous and 
nioTal (juesti:Cfn§7“®^oiibt/tlie clergy claimed the obedience 
of the laity in whatever rank. A bold and consoientious 
bishop might admonish an emperor "iSio nSadnSileSrin Es 
FeTigiohs^'or'^ mofar’ dut^Tn^poSn^j^nSSce^onL hmi, refuse Turn 
absolution. But so long as the Roman Empire lasted in 
*West °or East — whatever may be said of ambitious in- 
dividuals^no attempt was made by the clergy as an 
organised body to use this means of influence for inter- 
ference in the appointment of emperors or their tenure of 
office, or for control of their ordinary administration. ‘ 

§ 4. In Christianity under the Empire, then, we have 
the separateness of organisation in which lies the seed of 
the future theocracy ; but the seed is as yet undeveloped. 
The development of this seed, I conceive, was due primarily 
not to any movement of theocratic ambition within the 
Church, but to the force of external circumstances — ^the 
poU^se and chaos of secular authority that followed the fall 
pf the Western Empire. When the Empire broke up, the 
Church held together. It was — again to use an ecclesiastical 
^inule — a kind of ark in which civilisation was carried 
across the disorder of the first five centuries after the 
barbarian invasions. The unity of Western Christendom 
was the source of such unity as was maintained in West 
European society in this chaotic period. The Church, strong, 
in its cohesive organisation, conscious of its complete in-j 
tellectual superiority to the barbarian invaders, possessing in 
its teaching and ceremonial the one mode of intellectual 
influence capable of powerfully impressing their rude minds, 
and gaining fresh vigour from its successful struggle with 
disorder — ^made itself a place of the first importance in the 
barbarian kingdoms formed out of the break-up of the; 
Roman Empire, and out of the Teutonic nations outside, 
over which its sway was gradually extended. The fact is 
manifest in English history, no less than in that of Erance 
or Germany, and also in Spain between the Gothic and the 
Moorish conquests; but it is specially marked in the 
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empire of Ohaiies tlie Greats, of wMch the sacerdotal 
character is one of the most striking features. It is 
Charles who mainly founds the institution of the Christian 
tithe ; and to his policy is to be traced the existence of the 
great ecclesiastical magnates — the archiepiscopal electors, 
who for so many centuries in Germany rival the highest 
secular princes in rank next the emperor. Indeed, we may 
say that ii he subdued and won to medieval civilisation 
the formerly barbarous east of Germany by the word, he 
held and controlled it by the crozier. 

The general result was that bishops became important 
memhors in the administration and in the" 6buncils’'"^at 
“assSleTThe ^3ix*^ru[Ss m"H&.e jwork of government ; while 
fchF*'"cEurches~ and convents retained and_increase3 their 
'1efflbwmehts’‘'bf^ land. Juxd gradually — ^in the natural re- 
"action of facts on ideas — ^the clergy began to put forward 
wide-reaching claims to independence and control in secular 
matters. Independence of clergy from secular jurisdiction, 
extension of. episcopal and papal jurisdiction over sdbulat 
matters, assertion of authority to resist and even to depose a 
wicked and tyrannical prince — these claims are found as 
early as the ninth century. As yet, however, the internal 
organisation of the Church had not reached its full unity 
and coherence. Tor this a separation of the clergy from the 
lay feudal system is necessary ; and this separation meets 
with difficulties, by the very reason of the leading part 
which, especially in Trance and Germany, the clergy had 
taken in the building up of society after the period of 
dissolution and disorganisation. A natural consequence of 
this was a partial feudalisation, and therefore secularisation 
of the ecclesiastical offices. 

When, as I said, society in the fragments of Charles 
the Great’s empire begins to reconstruct itself with the help 
of the feudal system, the local authorities of the churches are 
foimd occupying very important positions in the secular 
feudal hierarchy. Bishops, and even convents, have attained 
a semhindependence, and exercise semi-governmental powers 
over wide districts, just like the secular feudal lords ; thus 
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introducing, one may say, a sort of sporadic partial theocracy 
into the feudal polity. But the theocracy thus introduced 
was of a kind that tended to destroy its own principle, by 
assimilating the ecclesiastical too much to the secular 
governor. This is manifested in later times in a most 
striking form in the Holy Koman Empire, where, as the 
central power grows weak, ecclesiastical lords axe found 
possessing a very important share of the principalities 
formed in the process of dissolution, and both their behaviour 
to the governed, and the attitude of the minds of the 
governed to them, is very like the corresponding behaviour of 
secular princes. But in earlier medieval times, the same 
phenomenon appears — if not in the same degree — in other 
West European states. Indeed, in the Frankish Empire 
the immunities or exemptions from ordinary jurisdiction 
of the realm, which contributed so importantly to the 
fusion of governmental functions and landownership, were 
first granted to clergy, and then afterwards to the great 
lay nobles. And even an enemy of ecclesiastical domination 
can hardly deny that their place in the feudal organisation 
was well merited by the services that the Church had 
rendered to civiHsation, in supplying a strong bond of 
union and aid to order amid the disorder of the first five 
centuries after the barbarian invasions. „If the Church 
wanted earthly rewards, it had fairly earned its right to 
its large share of land and secular governmental power 
in the feudal system in which the holding of land and 
governmental power were combined. But the question 
was not whether it deserved these secular rewards, but 
whether it could keep them without losing its distinctive 
character ; at least unless an effectively centralised organ- 
isation, and a stem separate discipline counteracted the 
tendency to secularisation that these rewards inevitably 
brought with them. And the historian, I conceive, will 
be disposed to answer this question as Hildebrand answered 
it. Without some such vigorous impulse as that which 
he gave, the temptations of great wealth and great power, 
together with the influence of parental affection and the 

Q 
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tendency to licreditaxineas whicli the feudal system carried 
with it, would probably have turned clerical dignities into 
patrimonies all over Western Europe, and their distinctively 
ecclesiastical character must have been obscui-ed and cor- 
rupted more completely than it actually was even in spite of 
Hildebrand and his successors. 

Well, when the celibacy of the clergy and the effective 
central organisation under the pope was successfully realised, 
it was almost inevitable that the power thus forZned should 
attempt a complete and all-embracing rule over the society 
on which they had already acquired so strong a hold : that 
they should deffnitely come to view the division of spiritual 
and temporal authority as rather a distinction of methods 
of rule than as a distinction of matters subject to rule; — 
for morality as a whole belongs to the sphitual sphere, and 
what political question may not be claimed as a question 
of morality ? True, the clergy govern by what are called 
“ spiritual ” means — excommunications and interdicts, 
threats of divine anger and promises of divine favour ; but 
so far as these are effective at all, they are effective for 
the attairmaent of any secular end ; and if it had been 
once admitted that — as the ecclesiastical writers contended 
— ^it was for the Church alone to determine the limits of 
their exercise, it seemed probable that those limits would 
be drawn so wide as not to leave room for really inde- 
pendent secular government. And owing to the lamentable 
hiatus already spoken of between feudal theory and feudal 
practice, there was crying need of clerical surveillance and 
admonition to keep secnlax governors to their duty^ — ^if 
/only they could be kept to their duty by such means. 
Hence Hildebrand's dream of a pope sovereign arbiter 
of all disputes, holding in his hands the supreme media- 
tion in questions of war and peace, adjudging contested 
successions in the kingdoms, deposing tyrants, and, in 
short, forming instead of king or emperor the real coping- 
stone of the feudal organisation — this was a dream which 
the state of thought and feeling in the period of the 
great crusades and the state of political facts in the 
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imperfect order of the feudal system, irresistibly pressed the 
Church to realise. ^ 

§ 5. The most important phase of this attempt at com- 
plete theocracy culminates in the pontiEic ate of I nnocent HI.' 
(a.b. 1198-1216) ; while the whole attempt may be taken 
to begin and end with two famous and dramatic struggles 
— ^beginning with the strugglp betwee n Hildebrand (who 
became Pope Gregory VII. '^.d. 1073) tET'^^perpr 
Henry and ending with the struggle at the outset of 
the fourteenth century, between Pope Boniface VIH. and 
Philip the Pair of France, when ^BjeTong^^tETtEe support 
of his whole ldngdom"T)ids defiance to the Pope^s solemn 
claim to be set over the nations and kingdoms to root out 
and to pull down, to destroy and to overthrow, to build and 
to plant,” burns his bull in public, and seizes his person. 
In placing this as the end of the attempt at theocracy, I 
do not mean that the papacy abandons its claims, I do not 
think it has ever — even now — ^formally abandoned any 
claims, but that it then becomes evident that its power 
over men’s minds had so far diminished as to exclude any 
prospect of complete theocracy, though it was stUl strong 
enough to intervene efiectively on occasion in secular afiairs 
in Europe generally, and strong enough to take a regular 
leading place in the political conflicts of Italy. 

It may be interesting to observe more closely the 
nature and extent of the theocratic power exercised by 
Innocent J[IL over Europe. It was not — as secular power 
usually is in such times as those we are contemplating — 
stronger at the centre of the region over which it extended 
and growing weaker in proportion as it was exercised at a 
longer distance. On the contrary, remoteness seems to 
enhance its prestige. It is striking to note the need of 
careful management and diplomacy which characterises the 
policy of the papacy in Italy even in Innocent’s time, as 
compared with the lofty tone of command which the pope 
successfully assumes to secular potentates at a distance. 
Thus {e.g) Innocent orders Andreas Duke of Hungary to 
march to the Holy Land, in order to leave his brother the 
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Idng at peace ; orders tliis brother to make war on the Ban 
of Bosnia, as a punishment for having protected heretics ; 
stirs up the kings of Denmark and Sweden to deprive the 
King of Norway of his crown ; reduces king after Idng to 
declare himself tributary to the Holy See. In a.d. 1198 — 
as the ecclesiastical annalist claims' — the king and the 
kingdom of Portugal were received under the protection of 
the blessed Peter, as tributary to the Apostolic See. In 
1204 the King of Aragon offered his kingdofn to Pope 
Innocent, and constituted it tributary to him, and his 
successors for ever. In 1207 the King of Poland, and in 
1213, as we aU know, King John of England accepted a 
similar position. 

It is true that these admissions of the pope’s suzerainty 
were not in any of these coixntries endorsed by the people — 
in fact, they represent, as we know in England, an effort 
of monarchy to lean on the Ohurch for support in its 
struggles with the nobility — but the fact that they are 
made by king after king is very striking. They show us 

the pope endeavouring to assume the position which, accord- 
ing to the older medieval political ideal — which Dante, 
a century after Innocent III., tries vainly to revive — ought to 
belong to the emperor, the summit of the feudal hierarchy. 
And it is important to note, in considering the long- 
sustained efforts of the papacy to establish a supremacy 
in things temporal in Western Europe, that it had, i£ I 
may so say, two strings to its how. There was, as Stubbs 
says, “ the general proposition asserted by Gregory VII. 
and his successors that the pope is supreme over temporal 
sovereigns ; the spiritual power, of which the pope is on 
earth the supreme depository, being by its very nature 
supreme over the temporal.’’ ^ But besides this there were, 
as we have seen, special claims to suzerainty over particular 
countries founded on particular legal assumptions and 
particular acts. It is easy to see how by sldlful manage- 
ment the latter special kind of supremacy might seem on 
occasion to arise naturally out of the general, and to 
1 Stubbs, Constitutional History ^ vol. m, cb. six. p. 300. 
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strengthen it in its turn. Supremacy of this special kind 
was established or claimed during this period over Scotland 
and Ireland, as well as England ; and during a long time 
over Naples, a§ well as transiently in the cases of Aragon 
and Portugal just noticed. 

§ 6. The precise quasi-legal arguments by which these 
theocratic claims were supported have to a great extent 
lost their interest now. They have for the most part 
more than*the usual absurdity, baselessness, and incoherence 
that characterise medieval reasoning, in spite of its acumen, 
subtlety, and industry. The claim rests on invented 
history, forged documents, scriptural texts grotesquely per- 
verted, irrelevant analogies seriously pressed : the False 
Decretals of the ninth century containing forged letters 
of early popes in which obedience was enjoined on secular 
princes ; the fictitious donation of Constantine — as first 
mentioned in A.n. 791, hut not put forward prominently till 
the eleventh century — ^by which that emperor, on retiring 
to Constantinople, was gravely alleged and believed to 
have handed over to the blessed Pope Sylvester not only 
the imperial insignia, robe, sceptre, and palace, but all the 
provinces and cities, the whole territory of Italy and the 
West ; the perversion into a kind of feudal homage of 
the oath by which Otto the Great, who revived the Holy 
Roman Empire in the tenth century, promised John XII, 
to protect the Holy See and respect the liberties of Rome ; 
the monstrous deduction of supremacy in the secular sphere 
from the gift of the keys to Peter, or from the assumption 
that the “ sun and moon tyq)i£y respectively the papacy 
and the empire ! 

Reading such arguments we are inclined to conclude 
hastily that the whole force of the theocracy rests on Jhe 
superstitious credulity of a half^^Iised age. But this 
conclusion would be hasty and one-sided. It is important 
to dwell on the really weighty considerations that we find 
mixed with or underlying these grotesquely fallacious 
assumptions and inferences. Firstly, the separate and 
semi-independent organisation of the Church rested on the 
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conviction that the unity of Christian society depended on 
the unity of the Church, and that for this latter a strong 
iuternal cohesion was required which could not he maia- 
tained without a steady maintenance of priestly iade- 
pendence ; — Whence the claim to withdraw priests from 
secular juriadictioiL and secular taxation. Secondly, 
genuine conviction of the constant need of ecclesiastical 
interference in the interest of right and justice operated 
to the same result ; since the characteristic of medieval 
society was a high ideal of the holy and tranquil order 
that should be maintained in the civitas De% which the 
converted Western world theoretically formed, while at the 
same time the actual facta showed continued and multiplied 
violence, oppression, and encroachments by the strong on 
the rights of the weak. 

Then, as the influence of Aristotle uniting with traditional 
Christian doctrine gives birth to medieval philosophy, the 
supremacy of the Church over the State is supported by 
Aristotelian thought applied to the Christian view of life. 
What Aristotle had said of the superiority of Qmpia over 
pohtical action as an element of human well-being was 
turned to support the superiority of religious or spiritual 
life over secular life ; and therefore of the organisation 
whose end was spiritual well-being over that which merely 
aimed at secular well-being. Again medieval thought grasped 
and dwelt on the old Aristotelian distinction between the 
true king who governs according to law (jcaTa vopov) for 
the good of the whole, and the tyrant who violates law for 
' his selfish interest. There must be some remedy for this 
lawless selfishness; and the interference of the priestly 
admonition seemed an obvious available remedy. But if 
so, the function of applying this remedy must be in the 
hands of the Vicar of Christ who alone is above kings 
and princes. Hence the claim to depose princes who dis- 
obeyed the decrees of the successor of St. Peter. And 
"this naturally led to the further assumption that the 
authority that can depose can also refuse to institute ; can 
deny the consecration which the common Christian con- 



XV 


MhjOiJ^VAL THEOCRACY 


231 


sciousaess held to be necessary to the proper institution of 
monarohs. This once admitted, a supremacy is admitted 
which feudal homage could hardly make more complete, 

Not, observe, that the ecclesiastical hierarchy aims at 
assuming the functions of secular govexnnaent ; with the 
subtlety of distinction characteristic of the medieval — 
especially the scholastic — mind, their advocates are usually 
careful to point out that though the Church has the “ two 
swords,” temporal and spiritual, it does not handle the 
temporal sword ; the actual exercise of secular power it , 
leaves in other hands, but it claims that it must he exercised 
under the control and with the consent of the Church. 

Well, as I have said, this claim ceases to he an im- 
portant obstacle to the independence of secular govern- 
ments after the end of the thirteenth century ; but there 
remains the organisation of the clergy under a foreign 
sovereign, who up to the Eeformation never gives up his 
right to tax, and habit of taxing, them in some form or 
other, or his right to hear appeals from ecclesiastical courts, 
and give dispensations from the rules of ecclesiastical law ; 
and this remains an obstacle of varying force to national unity 
and coherence. In the fourteenth centiuy, however, the! 
papacy is weakened by the so-called “ Babylonian captivity ” 
at Avignon, a.d. 1308-1376, which brings it too much 
under the influence of Brance ; then by the Great Schism 
A.I). 1378-11:17 and the attempt to reduce within the 
Church the monarchical despotism of the pope by efiectively 
subordinating him to general councils. When its prestige 
revives through the failure of this attempt in the fifteenth 
century, the Renaissance is in Ml swing, enfeebling the 
religious beliefs on which the force of the papacy depends ; 
and the papal monarchy concentrates its effort on strengthen- 
ing its territorial position in Italy. 



LECTUEE XVI 

MEDIEVAL CITIES — GENERAL TYRE 

§ 1. I NOW turn to another of the three elements in the 
medieval polity, whose development, even in the feudal 
period, was alien to the predominant feudalism — ^the trading 
and industrial element, represented hy the cities. 

V SpeaMng generally, the medieval city may be con- 

templated in two aspects : on the one hand, it is a part 
of the larger whole which we caU the nation, and its de- 
velopment has an important effect on the destinies of the 
nation. To this aspect I shall recur later in the course. 
On the other hand, the very imperfect order and coherence 
which the feudal system attained left the medieval city a 
very considerable degree of independence, varying of course 
inversely with the degree of coherence of the larger whole 
of which it was a part ^-“^d it is from this point of view 
that I wish in this and the next four lectures to trace its 
evolution. I will treat jfixst of the general type of medieval 
city. 

In a previous lecture I have laid stress on the general 
similarity of the political development of the West European 
nations. I do not mean that we find them all having the 
same type of government at the same time ; hut that if we 
contemplate them in a group we shall find — as we found in 
the case of the Greek city-states — ^that there is a pre- 
ponderant tendency for them to have a certain type both of 
social structure and of government at each of the normally 
successive stages of their development. Thus — as I ex- 
plained in Lecture xiv. — though feudalism, strictly speak- 
ing, was only established in a part of Western Europe, 
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still it is a large part, and we find wliat may be called 
quasi-feudal conditions outside tlie range of feudalism proper. 
So, again, as regards tlie movement towards theocracy : 
though we cannot say that this movement affects all "West 
European countries alike, — ^for example the relation of the 
pope to Italy is always quite pecuhar — still its effect is 
strildngly diffused over Western Europe, as we saw by the 
list of countries over which the pope claims su;5eiainty. 
So, again, as I shall hereafter show, most of the West 
European countries in the later Middle Ages, from the 
thirteenth or fourteenth to the sixteenth or seventeenth 
century, go through a stage in which representative as- 
semblies of some kind — ^Meetings of Estates, Diets, or ParUa- 
ment — obtain a certain share, though often only a transient 
share, in the control of national affairs. The same may be 
said of the preponderance of absolute monarchy in the 
seventeenth and eighteenth century ; it is undoubtedly 
the prevalent fact, though England — an important excep- 
tion — is not the only exception. 

A similar statement may be made with regard to the 
medieval city community, to which I have now to direct 
attention ; and here it is all the more needful to lay stress 
on it, because this general urufoxmity of type is obscured, 
for the ordinary reader of history, by the great and striking 
differences in independence, power, and splendour, which the 
cities attained in different countries. But in spite of these, 
we can discern a remarkable resemblance in the type as 
developed in different European countries .’^Tn England, 
France, and Germany, in Sweden and Italy, wherever cities 
in the Middle Ages become sufficiently important, and have 
a sufficient degree of independence, for their political life to 
have full play, they commonly present an industrial organisa- 
tion unlike anything modem, and also in strikiag contrast 
with the phenomena presented in the life of the ancient 
city-state. This contrast is due to a comhination of causes.^ 
partly to be traced to the most fundamental difference 
between and modern Tlluropean civilisation-^ the 

fact that the former is based on slavery ; and accordingly 
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mechanic labour, even when performed by freemen, appears 
(even to the philosopher) a naturally servile occupation. 
In the medieval town, on the other hand, mechanic labour 
is free from the earliest time at which we have definite 
knowledge of it ; while later, mechanic industry as such 
rises to dignity and power fox the first time in European 
history all over Western Europe. ^ 

But the full contiast between the constitution and life 
of the medieval city as compared with that of tK ancient 
city-state is partly to be traced to that greater complexity 
of the political phenomena of the European country-state 
of which I before spoke, the greater difierentiation, as 
Spencer would say, of its parts, as compared with the 
Gr eek city-state .^-^^e ancient city-state, as we have 
seen, is formed by mere concentration of a small agri- 
cultural community ; so that the chief lando^vners, the 
men of old family and wealth, become the leading resi- 
dents of the town ; whereas the medieval towns grow up 
within a community of which the governing class, spealdng 
broadly, remains outside them. The chief feudal landowners 
retain their Teutonic habits and remain obstinately 
mrah They live mostly outside the industrial towns, some- 
times in close proximity, sometimes quite in the country, 
where, as the semi-order of mature feudaham grows, they 
everywhere on the continent build castles for defence and 
ofience : the towns are left in the main to the at first copapara- 
tively despised part of society that has to live by industry 
and trade, And the more the town grows in importance and 
independence, the more, speaking generally, it differentiates 
itself, in its political structure and life, from the country. 
The inhabitants of the town — even the leading inhabitants 
who manage its afiaira — come to he recognised as essentially 
diSerent in theb manner of life and predominant interests 
from the leading members of the community who rule in 
the rural districts round, and still predominate in the 
government of the coimtry as a whole. The word citizen ” 
comes to be used in a new sense to mean, not as the Greek 
TraXtTws" and the Latin ciw, a member of a state having 
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political privileges aad a certain share in the control of the 
government of the state, increasing as the state moves 
towards democracy ; but an inhabitant of a city as distinct 
from an inhabitant of the country— a “ bourgeois/’ having 
distinctively urban interests and urban ways of life, which 
mark off even the leading citizens as a class unlike the rural 
gentry — with whom, in many cases, they are for a pro- 
longed period in hostile relations, i— 

This remains broadly true, in spite of very important 
differences in the political development of different groups 
of medieval cities — due to the different relations in which 
the city and its governing class stand to the government 
and the governing class of the neighhouring country. Of 
these differences the most striking are ultimately traceable 
to the institution of the Holy Eoman Empire, and its effect 
in weakening the central government in the straggling leahn 
of which the emperor was theoretically sovereign. 

We considered this in a previous lecture,^ hut the point 
that I am now especially concerned to notice is that modern 
Germany and North Italy, as they last on through the 
period of monarchical predominance, are not composed 
merely of semi-independent principalities. The weakness 
of the Empire has been the opportunity of the towns as 
well as of the princes. In Germany it has enabled a large 
number of them, partly by purchase, partly by usurpation,, 
partly by force — in spite of the resistance of their im- 
mediate lords ecclesiastical and secular, and at one period 
of the emperor also — ^to raise themselves to the position of 
imperial cities, tacitly acknowledged to he as independent 
and semi-sovereign as the principalities — i.e, owing no 
allegiance except to the emperor and the imperial diet, in 
which they have a recognised place from the end of the 
thirteenth century* And this position they formally main- 
tain so long as the empire lasts. It must he admitted that 
in modem history they have not much manifest importance, 
they keep quiet, and the ordinary historian does not^ notice 
them. But in the later Middle Ages it was different ; they 
1 Lecture xnx. pp. X96-198. 
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struggled and fought, at first singly, against the feudal lords 
in their neighbourhood ; later in leagues and confederacies. 
When the Hanseatic league of the great commercial cities 
of North Germany makes war on its own account, and on 
equal terms, with the Scandinavian Idngdoms, the most 
ordinary historian has to notice them. 

In North Italy the monarchical power of the emperor is 
on the whole stiU more shadowy than in Germany. He 
has a recognised right to wear the Lombard criSwn, and 
repeatedly tries to maintain effective sovereignty in Italy, 
but never with more than transient success. Accordingly 
in Italy the cities attained a still more brilhant, though 
mostly briefer, autonomy than in Germany, and even tem- 
porarily a practically complete independence— indeed, over 
a considerable part of North Italy, the cities subdue the 
country, and the land is divided up into city-states with 
adjacent territory as in the old times of free Greece. Even 
before the middle of the twelfth century, the Lombard cities 
— as we shall see — have developed sufficiently and attained 
sufficient independence to engage in mutual wars of a violent 
kind. Later on Elorence and Siena, Venice and Genoa 
attract the attention of the reader of history much as do 
Athens, Sparta, and Thebes ; and the multitude of other 
cities practically independent for a long period is forced on 
his notice by the relations of these. develop- 

ment of independent medieval mumcinaLlhe^pn^t'^lyditf^ 
mdeed rema ins in th e seve^enth centa LY ; hut stiU there 
are a fewTragmeoEs^Lucca, Genoa, and the wonderful 
Venice, the marvel of ohgarchical stabihty in medieval and 
modern times. 

Now, it wdl easily he understood that the greater the 
degree of independence the city attains, the stronger its 
analogy becomes to the completely independent city-states 
of ancient Greece. With a view, therefore, to working out 
this comparison, I shall, in the next four lectures, concen- 
trate attention on the political structure and phases in the 
political development of the medieval city-communities of 
Germany and Italy ; and especially shall point out in the 
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case of Italy how the very predominance of the cities intro- 
duced important differences into their pohtical constitution, 
social hfe and ultimate destiny, as compared with the 
medieval cities in other West European countries. For the 
present, however, I wish to dwell on similarities rather than 
differences — ^the common characteristics of the medieval 
type of city. And to exhibit these, I will now turn to 
the country which, in respect of the vigorous exercise of 
control by the central government, is at the other pole from 
Germany and Italy — ^I mean England. 

§ 2. The history of the cities in England during the 
Middle Ages is sadly deficient in the romantic interest which 
is amply spread over the history of the cities of the Empire. 
The irreconcileable warfare ” with the possessors of fortified 
castles which we have in Germany ; the violent campaigns 
of city against city which are so freqiieut in Italian history 
— all this is excluded by the strong central government 
which is, on the whole, maintained in England after the 
Norman Conquest, broken only by comparatively brief 
intervals of civil disorder. This strong central govern- 
ment keeps the development of the towns within narrow 
limits. The right of independent warfare at all is a right 
that they are effectually prevented from claiming, though 
from time to time their discontent causes a certain amount 
of transient disorder ; indeed, private wars are effectually 
kept down even among the feudal barons, after the “ un- 
licensed castles have been destroyed at the close of the 
twenty years of anarchy in the reign of Stephen. The 
development of the English boroughs is, as we shall see, 
important in the political development of the nation ; but 
the municipal government of the English towns, through 
whatever changes it passes, never claims or exercises the 
more important functions of sovereign government. Its 
development can never be compared to the development 
of an independent state ; it is always to^ be viewed as the 
development of a part of a larger political whole. 

Yet, notwithstanding this fundamental difference, we 
may still trace a common type in the structure of English, 



238 


DEVELOPMENT Oj- ilVEOPj^AN POLIi' / 


LEGT. 


German, and Italian medieval towns, a type of wMch tlie 
charactexistics come out more fully, tlie more fully the 
structure is developed, i.e. when the English towns — while 
still xemaioing completely under the control of the national 
government — have emancipated themselves from the local 
administrative system and acquired adequate powers of self- 
government. Not only are both classes of towns essentially 
industrial communities, of which the ruling members — ^those 
in whose hands the municipal government is placed — are 
engaged in trade or manufacture, and are influential through 
their industrial occupations and connexions ; but further, 
their industrial structure — the component elements of the 
whole body, and the relations among these elements, the 
manner in which their economic structure influences their form 
of government, and the manner in which their government 
exercises the powers that are entrusted to it in matters com- 
mercial and industrial — are strikingly similar. In the most 
famous and powerful of the Italian Kepublics — Venice apart 
— ^in Florence, no less than in a peaceful English market-town, 
the citizen proper, the typical citizen, is a person engaged 
in trade or manufacture ; and when the city is fully 
developed, the civic body is framed on the principle that 
the right of citizenship and the right to carry on an inde- 
pendent trading or industrial occupation are properly in- 
separable. In either case, the civic body so constituted 
endeavours, by market regulation and iutex-municipal 
negotiation, to secure every advantage it can over rival 
towns *, and considers that every leading or important 
occupation should have its own organisation, its own 
officials, expected to carry out a searching system of in- 
dustrial supervision over its members. And in many cases 
it comes to be the accepted idea that each of these in- 
dustrial groups should have its own representation iu the 
governing body of the city.^ 

I would especially note this last feature, by which the 
medieval civic body becomes a kind of federation of in- 
dustrial groups — crafts, mysteries, or arts^* of which we 

^ Aaliley^s English Economic BisiOfryt vol. ii. p. 7. 
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now see a survival in the London Companies of Drapers, 
Clothworkers, etc. — each group having certain independent 
powers of self-government, of which the main public and 
avowed object, and at first, we may believe, one of the main 
real objects, was to bring about such a supervision of 
each trade and craft aa ahould maintain the quality of 
wares, and the generally accepted standard of good work. 
This structure of the civic body for economic and political 
purposes ^combined was only reached after a process in- 
volving a certain amount of struggle and conflict ; and 
though the intensity of the struggle and conflict varies 
very much — in England it is comparatively slight — there 
is still much similarity in the stages of the process as we 
compare it in dificrent countries of Western Europe* 

In the first place, in England no less than on the 
Continent, the town only gradually works itself free from 
the social and political system of the neighbouring country. 
Accordingly, citizenship is at first confined to those inhabit- 
ants of the town who hold land within the town boundaries ; 
such “ burgage tenants ” alone are fully qualified members 
of the town assembly. 

Then, after the industrial character of the town has 
become clearly marked, in England no less than on the 
Continent the mercantile element, as distinct from the 
artisan element, take the lead, and for some time practic- 
ally monopolise the government of the city. In at least 
some English towns in the thirteenth century, craftsmen are 
formally excluded from the class of freemen ” of the town ; 
if a craftsman wishes to become a freeman, he must first 
forswear his craft and get rid of the tools from his house. 
Even the claim of the crafts to organise themselves for 
purposes of self-government is sometimes resisted ; in 
London, in John’s reign, the citizens ofiered to make an 
annual payment to the exchequer i£ the weavers’ guild 
were abolished. In time, however, the tables are com- 
pletely turned ; not only is the partially independent 
organisation of the crafts tolerated, it becomes a part 
of the policy of the central government to foster and 
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extend it ; befoie the end of Edward the Third^s reign, 
instead of the craftsmen beiag incapable of citizenship, 
citizenship in London comes to be bound up with member- 
ship of one of the companies. Each “ craft ” or company ’’ 
has regular meetings, and elected officers who enforce a 
certain amonat of taxation for common, pnxposes and 
exeroise certain rights of jurisdiction and search. 

This gradual advent of members of crafts to equality of 
privileges with the merchants may be called the “ movement 
towards democracy in the medieval city community, corre- 
sponding, in some degree, with the movement towards de- 
mocracy in the Graeco-Eoman city-states ; and in both cases 
the democracy is, regarded from a modern point of view, 
palpably incomplete. But the difference between the two 
movements is very striking. In the Greek city-state, 
throughout the struggle towards democracy, both oligarchs 
and demos remain largely agricultural, and though free 
mechanics ultimately — ^where democracy wins — ^become full 
citizens, still, mechanic labour remains largely servile. 
Whereas, as we have seen, in the medieval town the 
ohgarchs — ^if I may use the term — are essentially traders, 
the democracy essentially a democracy of handicraftsmen. 
Note further, that in the old city-state — as afterwards in the 
democratic movement, so far, of the modem country-state — - 
the struggle is for an extension of personal privileges ; 
whereas the crafts in the medieval town are organised 
bodies, struggling for corporate privileges. Partly in con- 
sequence of this, we have to recognise, as the last stage of 
/ievelopment of the medieval city — seen in England again, 
as well as in Germany and Italy, though in a less degree — 
a tendency to a new kind of oligarchy, formed within the 
crafts when they have attained their privileged position. 
A. separation takes place between the master-artisans, to 
whom the privileges of the craft are confined, and an 
increasing class of journeymen ; and obstacles are put in 
the way of journeymen becoming masters — such as heavy 
entrance-fees, and the obligation of providing an expensive 
^ breakfast or dinner for the members of the craft. Further, 
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even among the master-craftsmen an oligarchic system of 
government grows up or becomes intensified ; the very 
political success of the crafts tends to destroy their demo- 
cratic character, because — when the rule is established that 
membership of an organised craft is a necessary condition of 
possessing the civic franchise — ^persons superior in wealth 
and social position to the ordinary artisan become members 
of the arts or “ companies/^ and naturally acquire a 
leading poeition in them. Accordingly, we find that the 
government of the companies, and also of the civic body 
composed of companies, becomes in many cases highly oU- 
garchical in its latest stage* 

I have endeavoured to give a typical account of the 
process of development when allowed to become full. It 
must be understood that variations and exceptions in detail 
are numerous ; and especially, it must be understood that 
both as regards the disengagement of the city-government 
from that of the country, and the relations of the cities to 
feudal nobles, and as regards the changing relations between 
merchants and artisans, there was normally in the leading 
continental cities a violent and prolonged conflict which 
has no place in England. Especially in Italy, relations 
between citizens and nobles are, as we shall see, a perma- 
nent source of disorder. 

§ 3. The times at which the cities obtained more or 
less independence, as well as the degree of independence 
attained by them, vary very much in different parts of 
Western Europe. In the case of Spain an early inde- 
pendence appears to be the natural accompaniment of the 
part taken by the cities in the struggle against the Moslems 
from whom Spain is slowly being won back. Thus Spain 
in the eleventh century has chartered towns who elect their 
own magistrates and judges and commanders in war, and 
pay only fixed moderate rents ^for their land.^ In Italy, 
in the beginning of the twelfth century, most of the Lombard 

^ Ibis intpreafcing to note — in contrast with Italy — that in Spain, many of 
the early charters provide expressly that no noble shall acq.uiro real property 
or erect a fortress within the community. 



242 


DEVELOPMENT OF EUROPEAN POLITY 


LECX. 


and many of the Tuscan towns have, as we shall see, 
acquired similar privileges. 

Turning to France, we find a number of types of 
semi-iadependent towns and degrees of independence, 
owing to the different conditions of different parts of 
the country during the feudal period, and it may be 
worth while to dwell for a moment on these differences, 
as an illustration of the rich variety of medieval political 
phenomena. In the central region where the IdUg^s power 
is real, though the royal pohey is to foster the growth of 
the towns, for the increase of wealth and population, it 
only extends the civil rights of the inhabitants and does 
not grant them any portion of sovereign power. From 
villeins ” the townsmen have become king’s bourgeois ; 
and the increase of freedom and security thus obtained is 
very valuable ; the “ charter of Lorris ” — ^the model for 
such towns — ^is widely demanded and obtained during the 
twelfth century ; but the militia of such towns are still 
commanded, their taxes collected, their justice administered 
by royal officials. The old arbitrariness in the adminis- 
tration of justice and the imposition of taxes and labour is, 
however, done away with ; all payments and services are 
fixed at a definite amount. Of the western part of France, 
which is under Enghsh rule in the twelfth century, much 
the same may be said, though the charters conceded by 
Henry H. and Eichard are a little more hheral of political 
privileges, In the North-East and South-East, on the 
other hand, some cities attain a political independence 
practically equal to that of the great feudal nobles ; while 
remaining under the suzerainty of duke, count, or bishop, 
they gain complete control over the administration of urban 
justice, make peace and war and treaties on their own 
account, elect their own magistrates and govern themselves 
by their own laws. But the social structure and type of 
self-government of these semi-sovereign cities arc different in 
the North and South respectively. In the South — especially 
the old Eoman Provincia — where the tide of barbarian 
conquest has only partially effaced the old Gallo-Roman 
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social organisation, tlie cities contain an element of old 
nobility, so that the preponderance of the industrial element 
is less complete. Here the political institutions more 
resemble those that we shall observe in Italy when we 
come to the Itahan towns : we find “ consuls with their 
special and general councils, the Parliament or Assembly 
of the people at large, and in some cases even the foreign 
Podesta. On the other hand, it is in the hTorth, in 
Amiens, Beauvais, Soissons, that we have the most dis- 
tinctly medieval type of town ; here free associations of 
traders and artisans, who have grown wealthy and strong 
by industry and trade, band together to “ swear the com- 
mune ” and purchase or wrench by force from their 
neighbouring feudal superiors a substantial amount of in- 
dependence, ie. complete original iurisdiction — even to 
capital punishment — over their own citizens, and the right 
of making peace and war. Then, as the kingdom of 
France grows towards coherence, the independence of the 
semi-sovereign cities everywhere diminishes, and ultimately 
becomes a thing of the past. Still the development of the 
cities has had an important effect, as we shah, see later, on 
the development of the government of the nation. 
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MEDIEVAL CITIES — CERMAK 

§ 1. In these lectures on the medieval city-community, I 
am anxious to bring out clearly at once the most important 
resemblances that we find when we compare the medieval 
cities in difierent European countries, as well as the no 
less important differences that arise from the different 
conditions of different countries. I am, however, some- 
what more concerned to lay stress on the resemblances, 
because they are apt to be ignored by the ordinary historian. 
Eor instance, in Freeman’s excellent essay on Ancient Greece 
and Mediceval Italy^ there are many interesting analogies 
and diversities noted between the development of the 
simply independent city-state in ancient Greece, and the 
practically almost independent city-community in medieval 
Italy; but in JSfty-one pages there are only a few lines, 
easily overlooked, that even suggest the feature which the 
famous Florence has in common with other less glorious 
cities in other parts of Europe, namely, that the civic body 
proper was composed of commercial or industrial elements, 
organised in incorporated trades and crafts. 

Well, to bring resemblances and differences clearly and 
yet briefly before you, I have directed attention to England, 
where we see the medieval city developing under the 
effective control of the central government. But, as I said, 
I wish also to take a look at Germany, as we see in Germany 
the pure type of medieval city in the highest degree of inde- 
pendence which the pure type reaches, and also at North 
Italy, where we see the medieval city at its very highest 
degree of independence and predominance, but where its 

»44 
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very predominance has impaired the purity of the type, 
because the feudal nobles, compelled or persuaded to take 
up their residence in the towns, are a more or less alien 
element in a predominantly industrial polity, and, as we 
shall see, grave consequences flow from the intermixture of 
this alien element. 

Accordingly the subject of the present lecture is the 
political development of the city- community in Germany, 
i,e. in the regions north of the Alps, under the dominion 
of the Holy Roman Empire. And here it is convenient 
to notice a distinction between two portions of Western 
Europe, which is important in tracing its social and pohtical 
development in the Middle Ages. This is the difierence 
between the part that has been civilised and in which civilisa" 
tion, the old Roman civilisation Christianised, is submerged 
and diminished but not destroyed by the barbarian invasions 
and conquests ; and the part that has been barbarous and 
in which the new civilisation, formed of Teutonic, Roman, 
and Christian , elements blended, is extended during the 
early part of the Middle Ages. Speaking broadly, the 
Rhine and the Danube were the boundary of the old 
Roman Empire on this side, though, as the limits of 
modern languages indicate, the influence of the Roman 
civilisation only extended up to the border in an enfeebled 
form. At any rate Germany beyond the borders has to 
be entirely civilised under early medieval conditions ; and 
in this process of carryiag civilisation eastward both the 
Church and the cities play an important part. And for 
a long time the civilisiag action of the two elements — ^the 
ecclesiastical and the industrial — ^works in harmony. We 
have indeed to begin our survey of municipal development 
by noticing the very impoii:ant influence exercised by the 
Church both in Germany and in Italy on the first stage in 
the development of the towns. This is partly due to the 
alliance of Church and Empire, which is the basis of 
Charles the Great’s strongly held dominion. The Church 
is a great instrument of bis policy, as is most strikingly 
seen in his conquest-conversion of Saxony, with eight 
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bishoprics and monasteries from which civilisation spread. 
The same alliance is maintained in the revived empire of 
Otto the Great in both Germany and Italy ; only while in 
Italy the Church was the protector of the remains of the 
old civilisation, in Germany it was the source of new 
civilisation. 

Accordingly, partly through the policy of the Frankish 
monarchs, partly through the influence of religion on their 
minds and those of other wealthy landowners, remarkably 
large tracts of land came — through royal grant, through 
gift or bequest, sometimes through the surrender of smaU 
landowners seeking the protection of the Chnich in troubled 
times — ^to be held by bishops and abbots, who thus entered 
into the feudal system, and became co-ordinate with the 
great lay-feudatories ; their military tenants being bound 
to obey the king’s summons to military service, as much 
as any vassals of lay lords. But though thus semi- 
feudalised, the Church did not strip ofl its distinctive 
character ; and through the special eflectiveness of the 
protection that its religious influence enabled it to give, 
it took the lead in fostering the growth of cities. This 
was a part of its general civilising work in the regions 
beyond the Rhine and the Alps. 

Here I may remark that in one important respect the 
type of the Gorman town reminds us of the old Greek town 
more than the town of medieval Italy does, viz. that it 
is in its way a colonising type. It spreads municipal 
civilisation by land as the Greek town spreads it by sea, 
extending into Hungary and Poland, into Scandinavia and 
Russia ; — ^indeed the eastern part of what we now eall 
Germany was largely won over to Teutonic civilisation by 
the planting in it of German communities with municipal 
constitutions, amid an agricultural population mainly of 
Wendish or other Sclavonic stock. 

As compared with Italy or Spain, the striking develop- 
ment of the German cities does not come early, but it 
is remarkably enduring ; their external importance is 
on the increase till the fourteenth century, and is 
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maintained undiminislied foi two centuries more. And 
thougli the Church, as I have said, takes the lead in 
fostering their development, they ultimately came to be 
liberally encouraged by the princes and other lords of the 
soil in the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, largely on 
the simple economic ground that the rents and dues paid 
by them to the territorial lord were found to be a valuable 
source of revenue. It came to be commonly recognised as 
a first“Cl&?ss improvement of a large landed estate to get 
up a thriving town upon it. In tracing, however, the 
normal political development of these town communities we 
have to rememher that they both begin and end at different 
stages ; towns of a later foundation have often not got to 
go through the struggles and the earlier grades of emancipa- 
tion of the older cities : on the other hand, many of them 
do not fight their way to the position of free cities of the 
Empire ; they have, after a struggle, to acquiesce in siLb- 
jection to bishops or secular princes. In the latter part of 
the twelfth and the beg inni ng of the thirteenth century we 
see the older cities struggling after an independence equal 
to that which the Italian cities have attained ; especially 
the episcopal cities struggle with their bishops for the 
complete right of self-taxation, coining, taking tohs^ ad- 
ministering justice— the harmony between ecclesiastical and 
industrial aims being now a thing of the past. The cities 
are temporarily checked by the opposition of the Emperor 
Frederick II. (first half of the thirteenth century), but 
they continue the struggle, and in the end a large number 
of the towns become — by force or purchase — ^Imperial 
Cities, owning no obedience except to the Emperor and 
the Diet ; and only less independent than the Italian 
cities, because the Holy Roman Empire — ^though too weak 
for the task of giving unity to Germany — ^is more of a 
reality on the north than on the south side of the Alps, 

§ 2. Let us look more closely at the stages of the pro- 
cess. The old episcopal towns, as I have said, take the 
lead in it. Here the Church, though it early acquires in- 
dependent jurisdiction over the dependents on its estates, 
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has at fiist no political control over free landowners, or the 
tenants of the monarch or other secular lord, living in the 
town. The town, in fact, has not at first any political 

unity. But as the towns grow, and their inhabitants be- 
come distinctively urban in their interests and ways of life, 
then the need the townsmen feel of special rights and privi- 
leges and a special administration of law and jnstice, com- 
bining with the desire of the great ecclesiastics to extend 
their power, leads to the political unification of ^ the town 
under the headship of the bishop. And in this first process 
the distinctively industrial character of the town is already 
marked. Trade and commerce progress markedly in the 
tenth and eleventh century in Germany, especially after 
the predatory inroads of the Hungarians have been finally 
checked in a.p. 955 by the victorious arms of Otto the Great. 
Large markets, visited by strangers, axe established and 
thrive in all parts of Germany, and German merchants 
extend their enterprise to England, Spain, and the Ear East, 
And we note that the peaceful pursuits of refigion and 
trade are naturally combined ; and that regular frequenta- 
tion of, and special pilgrimages to, great churches render 
ecclesiastical towns the natural place for the development 
of a market. Hence when, to foster commerce, the mon- 
archs grant a special privilege and a special “ king’s peace ” 
to these towns, that the naarkets and those who visit them 
may be protected from disturbance, it is in the cities where 
bishops have their seats that this largely, though not solely, 
occurs. 

The administration then of the leading cities was unified 
under the rule of the bishop ; and this had at first a certain 
tendency to depress the originally free inhabitants of the 
town towards the social level of the townsmen originally 
dependents of the, bishop. This led to a conflict of aims 
between bishop and town, which manifests itself when the 
first great quarrel occurs between Church and Empire in 
the latter part of the eleventh century, when town after 
town takes the side of Henry TV. against his rebellious 
bishops. But as the prosperity and wealth of the towns 
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grow — and we axe told that in Cologne, while still under 
archiepiscopal rule in the latter half of the eleventh century, 
there were 600 most wealthy merchants — ^they acquire 
a large degree of self-government. The organ that exercises 
this government in the name of the citizens is in the older 
cities usually formed by degrees, its nucleus being a body 
of judges — scabiniy scJiqffen — whose judicial functions are of 
old standing, handed down from Carolingian times, but 
who gradually acquire, usually in conjunction with other 
leading citizens, administrative and even subordinate legis- 
lative functions, till ultimately a governing Town Council 
is formed under the presidency of one or more Burgo- 
masters.” The importance of their administrative functionfl 
grows, as the town under their government is gradually 
obtaining by purchase or conflict, through custom recognised 
as law or through express contract, the powers previously 
exercised by episcopal or princely officials. 

This government is originally and for a long period 
a “ natural oligarchy,” i.e. the persons who exercise it, 
however elected, are exclusively the wealthier citizens. 
Usually, I think, the councillors holding office for a year, 
the outgoing councillors determine their successors, so that 
government is practically in the hands of a group of what 
might be called “ senatorial families.” We have to observe 
that, especially in the older towns, the society that thus 
struggles into independence has not at first the preponder- 
antly industrial character which it ultimately assumes ; it 
originally contained knights as well as free non-military 
burgesses, and cases occur in which these knights {milites) 
have a special representation in the municipal government. 
In time, no doubt, the feudal element becomes so much tho 
weaker that it has either to quit the town or be absorbed 
by the mercantile element ; still the body of fully qualified 
citizens that resulted usually held for some time to the 
possession of town-land of a certain value as a necessary 
condition of full citizenship. And even in towns of later 
growth, like Liibeok and Hamburg, in which there was from 
the first no feudal element at all, a similar oligarchy of 
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mercliant-landowners seems to have formed itself. In any 
case the goYernment of the tovra. soon comes to be in the 
hands of a preponderantly mercantile minority of the towns- 
men, the organ of government being, as I have said, an 
amually appointed oligarchical conncih This council often 
assumes complicated forms — ^in earlier times from conflicts 
between the families monopolising government and other 
members of the mercantile class, and in some cases 
partly because certain governmental functions arc assumed 
by a voluntary association of merchants ; afterwards 
from struggles with the artisans. But it is note- 
worthy that throughout its history the government of 
the German town remains in the main conciliar — ^the chief 
administrative organ is a council or system of councils — 
the constitution does not move hkc the old Greek town 
towards the plan of administration by general assembly of 
citizens ; nor does it like the old Greek or medieval Italian 
town fall under a Tyrarmus. 

Not that the general body of free citizens is to be con- 
ceived as altogether excluded from participation in govern- 
ment, though its degree of participation varies very much in 
difierent places. It is often summoned when new statutes 
are made, when treaties are entered into or military ex- 
peditions are decided on, when important new taxes are 
imposed or debts contracted, etc. ; but its meetings are at 
the discretion of the council, and they become rarer as time 
goes on. Sometimes — ^though not usually — the general 
body of citizens has the election of councillors. 

Generally, we may say that, in the first stage of develop- 
ment of the seH-governing town, after an important amount 
of selE-govemiaent has been achieved, there is a tendency 
for the government to become more oligarchical — something 
like the tendency which we observed in the Greek city- 
state from inequality of landed property. Only in the 
medieval town the oligarchy is essentially mercantile ; and 
it has no sooner been fully developed than it finds itself 
face to face ^Yith a Demos of artisans, organised in associa- 
tions of the peculiarly medieval kind described in the last 
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lecture. They are called in Germany by various names, 
e.g, I’rateinities in Cologne, Gilds in the Westphalian 
towns, elsewhere Unions ” {Innungen)f etc. For conveni- 
ence and brevity I will caU them crafts. Their resemblance 
to modern trade-unions is striking ; but the difierence was 
as marked as the resemblance. The medieval crafts were 
not associations of hired labourers, but of master- workmen 
working on their own account, employing apprentices and 
sometimes journeymen who were not, as such, admitted to 
the association. 

§ 3. This seems a convenient place to discuss the 
origin of this peculiar economic structure of the medieval 
city, the organisation of its industrial clement into distinct 
“ gilds,” ^'crafts,” “arti,” or “meatieri” — corporate bodies with 
certain powers of regulation of the industry and control 
over its members. Here I am obliged to disagree with the 
conclusions of a writer to whom I owe much — Professor 
Ashley. He appears to reject the theory of a Koman origin 
of the “ craft”gilds ” or “ associations of all the artisans 
engaged in a particular industry in a particular town, for 
certain common purposes,” ^ because the growth of a separate 
class of artisans presupposes a comparatively late stage in 
tbe development of industry, a stage that was only reached 
in England in the twelfth century. He says : No doubt 
the artisans in the later Roman Empire had an organisation 
somewhat like that of the later gilds. Moreover, it is pos- 
sible that in one or two places in Gaul, certain artisan 
corporations may have had a continuous existence from the 
fifth to the twelfth century. , . . But when we see that 
the growth of an artisan class, as distinguished from isolated 
artisans here and there, was impossible till the twelfth 
century , . , and that the ideas which governed the craft- 
gilds were not peculiar to themselves but common to the 
whole society of the time ; then the elements of organisa- 
tion which may conceivably have been derived from or 
suggested by the Roman artisan corporations become of 
q^uite secondary importance.” 

, ^ Ashley, Etiglish Mconcmic Eistofy, Book i. ah. ii. § 8. 
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Now we sHall all agree that in the English towns which 
Mr. Ashley has primarily in view, there cannot have been 
a continuons existence of organisations of artisans from 
Roman times downward. That is incontrovertible ; bnt it 
appears to me hasty to conclude from this that the deriva- 
tion from Roman artisan corporations is therefore of second- 
ary importance. Mr. Ashley overlooks, I think, the large 
place that has to be assigned to imitation in the development 
of political institutions. Doubtless in towns of recent origin, 
on the Continent no less than in England, the organisations 
of artisans cannot have been directly derived from the 
artisan corporations {scholae) of the later Roman Empire ; 
hut they may still have been so derived indirectly, through 
imitation of older towns in which this corporate organisation 
of industry had had a continuous life. And I thinlr that 
the broad similarity between the economic structure of the 
Italian town and that of the Enghsh or German town 
renders this conclusion probable. It is true that this 
structure, in most cases, does not attract the attention of 
the chronicler till a late date ; but in Venice, as early as 
the ninth century, we find this organisation both of per- 
fectly free workers in more dignified industries — such as 
architecture, mosaic-work, etc., aiti^* Proper — and humbler 
workers in “ mestieri ” {ministeria) who seem to have been 
not completely free, as they had to perform certain public 
services gratuitously. Here at least the organisation cannot 
he of Teutonic origin, and the Roman origin is obvious ; 
then, as we compare the structure of other Italian towns 
when we come to know it, we find it so similar as to sug- 
gest a similar origin ; it certainly cannot have come from 
the Lombards, who are admittedly the most barbarous of aU 
the Teutonic invaders. But if we have to accept a Roman 
origin in Italy, the broad similarity of the structure of the 
Italian to that of the Teutonic town renders it most prob- 
able in the case of the latter. 

It may be remarked in passing that one reason for dwell- 
ing on this is, that it is important in a general view of the 
Italian, town not to overlook its connexion with the muni- 
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cipality of old Eoman civilisation, We are to conceive 
tlie relics of the older civilisation as surviving — so far aa 
they did survive— chiefly in the towns ; and we may thus 
partly explain the antagonism to feudahtj manifested by 
the Itahan cities when they grow strong and thrivingj and 
the enthusiasm with which, in the twelfth century, the 
revived study of Eoman law is embraced. 

§ 4. In any case, these associations had doubtless existed 
and operated long before the corporate control exercised by 
them over persons engaged in the respective trades was 
formally granted and recognised as legal. We find them 
widely established in the latter part of the eleventh and in 
the twelfth century, though their range was being extended 
by new grants. But at this time they are still under the 
control of the municipal authority, and have not always 
even the fuH right of electing their own officials ; though, 
so far as legalised, they have the right of meeting, laying 
down rules for the practice of their respective handicrafts, 
and enforcing observance by penalties. 

We are to conceive this demos of handicrafts as partly 
composed of citizens free by extraction but landless, partly 
of serfs who have gradually freed themselves from servile 
conditions. For labour — ^the labour of the town — has two 
stages to go through in that march upward in the social 
scale which it eflects during the later period of the Middle 
Ages. It has first to throw ofi the relics of rural serfdom — 
a process which we have evidence of early in the twelfth 
century, and which culminates in the estabhshment of the 
principle that any serf who has resided in the town for a 
year and a day is ipso facto free. Then, when civil freedom 
is secured, comes the struggle for corporate independence and 
for a share of pohtical power. The former is first reached 
— ^the crafts mostly obtain complete independence of organ- 
isation, and such powers of independent self-government as 
are required fox their industrial aims. A share of political 
power is longer deferred ; the struggle, in its length and 
obstinacy, reminds us of the Eoman struggle between 
patricians and plebeians, though in the medieval city the 
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"barrier to overcome is not formally one of birtli, but of 
calling and status. It is, as I have said, a mercantile ob- 
garcby contending witb a demos of handicrafts ; the struggle 
begins in the thirteenth, or sometimes even in the twelfth 
century, but the victory is not generally won till the four- 
teenth. It has to be gone through in all the old cities, 
I thinh, — only in some towns of later foimdation are the 
handicraftsmen full citizens from the first. 

The share of political rights conceded to the artisans is very 
various, and sometimes rapidly fl.uctuatmg — for example, in 
Strasburg, from a.d. 1334^1482 we may count sixteen 
difierent constitutions. When the crafts win, as a rule, 
they get a share in the power of the Council in some way 
or other, but the ways are various. Sometimes craftsmen 
are simply declared admissible as councillors ; sometimes a 
body of representatives of crafts sit as a separate bench in 
the old council ; sometimes they form a new governmental 
organ, with certain powers of control and co-operation, out- 
side the old council. Mostly, too, they obtain some control 
over the election of the one or more Burgomasters. Finally, 
as we saw, in some towns, the victory goes further. The 
constitution of the town is remodelled on the giLd-principle, 
the merchant-associations, where they exist, being brought 
down to the level of the newer craft-associations ; it becomes 
governmentally a kind of federation of trades unions, so that 
every citizen has to he a member of a trade-association, 
which thus becomes a political division ox element of the 
civic community. I am speaking of Germany, but it will 
be remembered tbat in London too, from Edward III.^s 
time, every citizen has to he a member of some organised 
trade or mystery.” 

On the whole, whatever special political privileges are 
retained by the old citizens — and several important towns 
remain preponderantly oligarchical — still, it is everywhere 
established as a general rule that citizenship is independ- 
ent of landowning, and that the class of citizens includes 
artisans (i.e. master-workmen, working on their own account, 
having gone through a regular apprenticeship) as well as 



XVII 


MilDJHVAL cities— german 


255 


merchants. It is noteworthy that the bulwark of oligarchy 
in this movement is found in the cities with widely extended 
foreign trade — naturally, from the predominance of great 
capitalists in the leading business of the town. And it is 
a bulwark which gains strength from the power and prestige 
of the Hanseatic League formed by these cities. Even after 
the crafts have won either complete pohtical equality or at 
any rate a share in government almost everywhere in South 
and Middle Germany, on the Lower Khine, and in West- 
phalia, and in many towns of the North and East, they 
still remain excluded from the councils of the leading towns 
of the Hanseatic League, though their members are recog- 
nised as citizens, and the presiding officials of the crafts form 
a kind of consultative chamber, occasionally called on for 
advice by the governing council of the town ; and their 
struggles in these towns to get a share of the councils after 
the end of the fourteenth century mostly fail. 

We thus have two stages, broadly analogous to those of the 
Greek city-state : first, as the town grows prosperous, there is 
a movement from natural oligarchy towards more sharply ex- 
clusive oligarchy through inequahty of wealth ; then there is 
a movement towards a more popular constitution. Only in the 
medieval town the oligarchy is an oligarchy of merchants, the 
demos a body of organised handicrafts. Eurther, we may 
observe that here and there the development of the German 
cities resembles that of the Greek in exhibiting something 
that corresponds to the earher age of the tyrants — so far as, 
when the pohtical movement begins among the artisans, 
they appear not as independent combatants for political 
rights, but rather as auxiliaries of the ecclesiastical or 
secular lord in his struggle with the old citizens. Thus, 
in Cologne, in the thirteenth century, an archbishop intro- 
duced artisans into official posts as convenient tools. This, 
however, is a partial, occasional, and transient phenomenon 
in the German development, to which too much importance 
must not be attached ; and as I before said, it is a note- 
worthy characteristic of the German cities that when they 
have emancipated themselves from their inferior feudal lords. 
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and become imperial towns, they never give themselves over 
voluntarily to the rule of a single person for a time, as the 
medieval Italian cities frequently do ; or fall under the 
usurpation of a tyrant, as is the case with both medieval 
Italian and old Greek cities. This, I suppose, is due partly 
to their less complete independence, and the consequently 
subordinate place that foreign war occupies in their existence ; 
partly to their more purely industrial character. They are 
not plagued, as the Italians are, with disorderly mobles in 
fortified palaces ; the disorderly nobles are outside in their 
robber castles, and the knights within the town have been 
successfully transformed into peaceful merchants. 

§ 6. A considerable number of these cities (ultimately 
fifty-one), as “ Free Imperial Cities ” of Germany, retain a 
large amount of independence amid the larger states that 
make up the feebly cohering survival of the Holy Eoman 
Empire, to the close of the eighteenth century. But a 
vigorous pulse of political hfe no longer beats in them ; 
they do not, indeed, manifest any tendency to fall under 
despotic rule — stiU, it is noteworthy that the democratic 
movement has ceased since the fifteenth century, except 
that there is a brief revival of it during the Reformation 
period, followed by a strong reaction ; so far as pohtioal 
change is discernible, the driEt is steady towards narrow- 
ing oligarchy. After the desolating Thirty Years’ War, 
which sadly reduced the prosperity of the German cities, 
the idea of the governing council being representative of, 
and responsible to, the citbaens at large almost dies out. 
The general assembhes of citizens cease altogether to 
be summoned, and the influence of ordinary citizens on 
the appointment of councillors almost comes to an 
end. 

I noticed just now the bulwark of oligarchy formed by 
the towns of the Hanseatic League, which early in the 
fifteenth century adopts the policy of repressiug revolu- 
tionary movements in any of the towns forming it, by the 
formidable penalty of exclusion from the markets of the 
League. Then, before long, the reaction takes hold of the 
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other towns, in which the artisans had previously gained a 
footing in the government. Election is replaced by co- 
optation, or reduced to a mere form ; membership of the 
council becomes practically permanent, or is alternated back- 
wards and forwards among members of a limited group of 
families. This is partly due to the contagion of the mon- 
archical ideas in the neighbouring country-states. The 
view that the masses are naturally “ subjects rather than 
self-governing citizens invades the cities from the country ; 
only in the cities they become subjects of a council instead of 
a monarch. Partly, however, the oligarchical change is due 
to a gradual but profound alteration in the character of the 
associations that have been fighting the batble of demo- 
cracy — a change corresponding to what wo noticed as a 
feature of English municipal development, When they 
first organise themselves, it is with the consciousness of 
exercising in their corporate capacity a public function, 
and the rule that every independent worker in the trade 
must belong to a gild is partly maintained that this 
function may be properly performed, though no doubt it 
has also the more selfish aim of preventing inconvenient 
competition. Though the gilds are normally restricted to 
master-workmen who have served a certain apprenticeship, 
the proportion of servants to masters is small, but little 
capital being generally needed— so no substantial barrier 
excludes any competent and duly trained worker. But 
success and extension of markets gradually tend to turn 
the gilds from practically free associations of labourers 
into profitable and more or less close monopolies of persons 
owning some capital. The sons and sons-in-law of members 
ate admitted easily. To outsiders, admission is made diffi- 
cult in various ways ; they have to pay money, to produce a 
costly masterpiece, to give luxurious inauguratory dinners, 
to show that they possess capital or a house, are not ille- 
gitimate, or sons of peasants, and so forth. Thus the number 
of journeymen outside the gild increases rapidly in proportion 
to that of masters, and they begin to form special fraterni- 
ties. The Fourth Estate commences to organise itself, but 

8 
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it is not strong enough yet to carry the democratic move- 
ment iurther. 

It is not surprising that as the gilds have thus come to 
represent capital in antithesis to lahour, their internal con- 
stitution should practically have become more oligarchical, 
and that the government should fall more and more into 
the hands of the wealthier minority. And thus the whole 
political structure of the city becomes a sort of petrified 
hierarchy of privileged industrial classes, as much opposed to 
modern ideas and needs as is the privileged landowning class 
in the country round, and as certain to be swept away 
when the democratic movement in the nation — the larger 
whole — ^revives. 
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^EBIJEVAIi CITIES — ITALIAN : LOMBAEDY 

§ 1» In my last Lecturo I traced briefly the development of 
what I called the pure type of medieval city-commuiiity in 
the country in which we find the pure type in the highest 
degree of independence which it reaches in Western Eui‘ope> 
namely in Germany, or more strictly, the territories of the 
Empire north of the Alps. As we saw, in other countries 
north of the Alps the development of the central govern- 
ment reduces the self-govemment and partial independence 
of the cities ; while in Italy, to which we now pass, the 
distinctively industrial character of the city is less obvious 
and marked on account of the very fact that makes their 
development more interesting — ^that is, on account of their 
predominance over feudality in large parts of Rorthem 
Italy. We saw that the liberties of each city, where 
feudalism is fully developed, are obtained from the feudal 
or ecclesiastical chief of its own district, by force and con- 
flict, or purchase, or gradual encroachment, or by free 
grant when the economic advantage to the feudal chief of 
developing trade and population within his territory come 
to be fully perceived. In many cases the feudal or 
ecclesiastical chief retained an overlordship over the city ; 
and even where, as in Germany, the free imperial 
cities ” acknowledged no political superior but the emperor, 
whose control after the middle of the thirteenth ccntoy 
grows very shadowy, they still have powerful and formid- 
able feudal nobles in their immediate neighbourhood. But 
in Italy where the cities are predominant, they not only 
bring the neighbouring feudal lords under their authority, 

2*50 
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but even go further and change them into a civic nobility 
within the town. Still, on the whole, and speaking generally, 
even in these cases the Italian city, viewed in its economic 
and social constitution, is to be conceived as preponderantly 
industrial ; the typical citizen, even here, is a person 
engaged in industry ; and in the cities that enjoy the 
fullest development, when the movement towards democracy 
begins, the demos that struggles for power is — as in the 
German cities — a demos compoaefL of Qrganised_.trade3 or 
crafts, arti and mestieri. Moreover, it must be remembered 
thatj^ as h’remauT says, the process of forcing feudality into 
civic hfo was never carried out through the whole extent 
of the kingdom. In its north-western portion powerful 
feudal princes went on reigning over Piedmont, Montferrat, 
and Saluzzo, even elsewhere feudal chieftains of less dignity 
maintained their wild independence in many mountain 
holds. In short, the brood of petty rulers, holding nominally 
of the Emperor, and neither citizens nor Tyrants of any city, 
was for the most part driven into inaccessible holes and 
corners, but it was never wholly rooted out.” ^ 

It is the antithesis to a feudal or semi -feudal society 
surrounding them, and more or less coUiding with them, 
that gives the medieval cities then peculiar character of 
combiniag resemhlances to ancient and to modern polities. 
They resemble the ancient city - states of Graeco - Italian 
civilisation in being cit v-cnTnmimjti^ ^ ; they anticipate the 
country-states of modem civUisation in being predominantly 
i ndustriaL Speakmg generally, in the larger whole of the 
medieval kingdom that is gradually struggling towards the 
coherent order of the modern nation, the martial la nd- 
o wning class ^6 s till predominant ; but as their manner 
of life is mainly rur al and not urban . thejTUh not give 
predonunanh^ character to the cities, even when they 
areaHmitted”^^ ahdTake X^rominent place in 

them. This contrast between city and country and the 
predominantly industrial character of the city is found 
essentially the same throughout Western Europe, wherever 
^ Histonoal Essays, 2ixd series, Anoiml (3Veece and Medieval Italy. 
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we examine tKe medieval city ; for example we find it as 
strikingly marked in Pertk as described in Scott’s Fair Maid 
of Perth, as it is in any German or Italian town. 

§ 2. Before we study tbe phases of development of the 
Italian cities, it wiU be well to spend a few moments in a 
survey of the history of the larger organism of which they 
formed a part ; since not only is it the peculiarity of this 
history which gives these cities their special opportunity 
for independent development ; but this peculiarity also 
accounts for the very diverse conditions under which we 
find the different cities and groups of cities. 

As I explained more at length in an earlier lecture, a 
chief key to early medieval history lies in the fact that 
when the old Empire broke u]} the Church held together ; 
the ecclesiastical society which the barbarians found in the 
civilised world that they conq^uered had a cohesion and 
vital force which naturally secured for its governors a 
prominent place in the new secular order which gradually 
grew out of disorder. This characteristic manifested itself 
in Italy in a special way, owing to the special prolongation 
of the connexion between Italy and the Koman Empire 
still surviving in the East. Beyond the Alps what was 
once wrenched away from the Roman Empire was never 
even in part restored to it ; but in Italy this was other- 
wise. Italy was recovered to the Empire by Justinian in 
the sixth century ; and though the whole land was imperial 
only for about fifteen years, from A.B. 553-568, when the 
greater part of it was wrested away again by the formation 
of the Lombard kingdom in the north and Lombard duchies 
further south, still important parts of it remained really or 
nominally subject to the emperor at Constantinople. 

And here I must ask you to note an important char- 
acteristic of that central atrip of Italy which in modem 
history we are familiar with as the States of the Church. 
W ft are rathe r cpnn ect t he formation oF^Ehis lemtol S^ 

with the worldly ambition of the pop es, and no doubt 
w(SdIy ambition had something to do with it; but it ia 
historically more instructive to conceive it — as in fact it 
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was— as a State of wMcL the greater part was never for 
any long time separated from the old Empire until, through 
the great compact between the Pope and Charles the Great, 
it combined itself by the desire of the clergy with the new 
Empire. In its original condition it was composed of two 
portions, one on the north-east governed by the 

^^.Esaxch ” of the old Empire, the other the Eoman duchy . 
which in the s truggle against the Lombards became practi- 
cally independent uSdeT'^apal‘~~Eegemony bef or e^ the encT^ 
The sixtEr^^renti^^ the statesmanship and 

energy of the^ery able monl^ who in A.n, 590 became 
Pope Gregory I. After the end of _ t he sixth centu ry, 
though there is still a Duke of Eome, the pope is the 
really eSect i ve hea d, for secular as well as ecclesiastical 
purposes, of the territory round Eome that remains free 
from tie barbarian invaders. And even within the 
Lombard kingdom his influence is important — ^when the 
Allan Lombards have been converted to orthodoxy. But 
though it became semi-independent, the Bucatus Ramanus 
did not at once break its connexion with the old order ; nor 
perhaps would it have broken it — even in spite of the religious 
dispute between Western and Eastern Churches on the 
c[uestion of image-worship in the first haK of the eighth 
century — iE the Emperor at Constantinople had been able 
to protect it. At any rate it is not till the Lombards have 
conquered Eavenna and the territory governed from it in a.d. 
750, that the Papacy makes the alliance with the Prankish 
kmgs, giving to Pepin (a.I). 753) the title of Patneius Roma- 
norum, who in return reconquers the exarchate of Eavenna 
from the Lombards — after it has been four years in their 
possession — and gives it to the pope ; a donation confirmed 
by Charles the Great, when in a,I). 773 he has conquered the 
Lombard kingdom. But it would seem that even when 
these donations are made, the Papacy does not at once 
formally break with the Empire, It is not till a.d. 781 that 
the pope ceases to use the years of the Eoman emperors 
as dates. For a brief interval Eome then recognises no 
emperor, but this seems to the Church an unnatural state of 
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things ; it has no wish to stand alone ; accordingly, in a.d, 
800, it overcomes the real or feigned reluctance of the great 
^Frankish Idng, and formally restores to Western Christendom 
its secular head, under whom it exercises a special quasi- 
secular rule over the old imperial territory — the territory 
of the old exarchate of Eavenna and that of the Eoman 
duchy, connected Iby a narro^r strip — thus dividing 
Northern from Southern Italy. 

This phpal rule over territory is a natural effect and 
recognition of the place taken by the Bishop of Eoine at 
the head of the struggles of civilised Italy against the 
Teutonic invaders. One result of this is that Italy is cut 
into two parts for the purposes of our inquiry. In fact, 
this bisection is really effected at the time of the Lombard 
invasion in the sixth century ; for though the tide of the 
Lombard invasion flows nearly to the extreme south through 
the barrier formed by the successful defence of these 
central fragments, still this barrier has the effect of separ- 
ating the Lombards of the southern duchies — Spoleto and 
Benevento — ^from the Lombards of the kingdom. Then — 
which is the important point for us — when the Papacy 
wedded itself to the new Empire, carrying with it the old 
Eoman duchy, and receiving the reconquered exarchate of 
Eavenna, it thereby cut itselE off from the other fragments 
of the old Empire that had kept thenoselves free from 
Lombard dominion. Hence the municipalities of Gaeta, 
Naples, and Amalff in the south-west, which gained a semi- 
independence by their success in the struggle with the 
invaders, grew into that independence as nominal parts of 
the old Eastern, not — ^like the Lombard municipalities — as 
parts of the new Western Empire ; and consequently they 
grew up into independence much earlier than the muni- 
cipalities of North Italy, and grew out of the administrative 
system of the old Empire, uninfluenced by the political con- 
ditions which the barbarian conquests had brought about 
in Western Christendom generally. 

The early independence of these municipalities is im- 
portant, for the stimulus of the example it doubtless gave 
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to others ; but of their history we Imow little. But a 
much more important city — Venice — is also among the 
fragments of old Roman dominion, which maintained a 
nominal adhesion to the old Eastern Empire and never 
passed imder Eranldsh rule ; and the unique history of 
Venice, its complete separation for many centuries from 
the political movements in North Italy generally, may be 
largely traced to this fact.^ 

§ 3, It may he observed that even if Venice had fallen 
under Lombard rule, it would probably have begun its career 
of independent development and commercial enterprise and 
power earher than the inland cities, because we see this 
to have been the case with the commercial rivals of Venice, 
Genoa, and Pisa. The Lombards not being navigators 
required to have their maritime commerce done for them, 
Genoa indeed, in the north-western corner of Italy, between 
the mountains and the sea, remained for a long while un- 
conquered by the Lombards, and even after it was conquered 
it seems to have enjoyed a sort of semi-independence. At 
what time the practical independence of Pisa in external 
relations begins, we cannot say ; but we hear of its fighting 
the Moslems by sea from the middle of the tenth century, 
and it undertakes along with Genoa the enterprise of 
conquering the island of Sardinia early in the eleventh 

^ Yemce is the only medieval city developed inth complete nnhroken 
independence, outside feudalism, and ■ffith no admixture of barbarian con- 
querors. Befugeee from cities of North-Eastern Italy, flying time after time 
from invasions, gradually come to make a home in the lagoons ; at first they 
reside there only temporarily, going back after the tide of invasion has 
subsided. iFiom a.3>. 452-668 the population is forming ; after the 
Lombard invasion of the latter year they bave come to stay ; Venice is 
formed. BVom this date to the end of the eighteenth century it lives un- 
conquered — a wonderful life. This long period is divided into two tolerably 
equal portions. Erom A.n. 668 to the period of the serraia del maggior 
conaiglio (closing of the great oouncil) a.i>. 1297-1318 the State is develop- 
ing towards oligarchy, which afterwards remains stable. The first period 
begins with “ integration.^’ Originally the separate islands in the lagoon, 
appear to have been governed I)y separate tribunes ; in a.d. 5S4 greater 
tribunes ” were elected as a kind of central comiuittee, and in a.d, 697, for 
greater strength, a ” duke ’ ^ or doge ” elected, to whom the tribunes became 
subordinate— peace, war, treaties beim^ decided by a p^eneral assembly. 
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centiiiy ; and from the magnitude of this enterprise carried 
successfully through, we may reasonably infer a considerable 
previous period of semi-independence. 

When we turn to the inland cities a further distinction 
is required between the cities of Tuscany — ^which form a 
part, though administratively disconnected, of the Lombard 
kingdom — and the cities of Lombardy and the valley of 
the Po, including the region in the north-east called the 
Trevisan Marches, which afterwards is in the main absorbed 
by Venice. The leading inland cities of Tuscany — Florence, 
Lucca, Siena, especially Florence — ^liave a longer and more 
interesting development than any of the cities of Lomljardy, 
and I propose to trace this in another lecture, as it is 
chiefly here that the industrial element reaches a decided 
political predominance. In the cities of Lombardy the political 
development of this element is cut short by the fact that, 
in the thirteenth and first part of the fourteenth century, 
almost everywhere Tyrannis comes in ; but in the earlier 
part of the history these cities take the lead. This appears 
to he due to the ouflying position of Tuscany, from the 
point of view of the Lombard kingdom. When Charles 
the Great took over this kingdom towards the end of the 
eighth century, it was his policy not to make the sub- 
ordinate rulers too strong ; accordingly the main part of 
the kingdom was divided into districts of not very great 
size under counts ; but in the outlying districts, in the 
marches, a somewhat stronger — and therefore more inde- 
pendent — government, under markgraves ’’ or “ mar- 
quises/^ was required for efiective defence. Then, when 
the German kings, beginning with Otto the Great in the 
middle of the tenth century, succeeded to the crown of the 
Lombard kingdom and the imperial title and renewed the 
compact with the Church, Tuscany formed an exception to 
their general policy, which was to weaken the markgraves 
and the more powerful counts, partly by strengthening 
the Church by benefices and exemption of their lauds from 
the jurisdiction of the counts and marqudses, partly by 
strengthening the leaser nobles against the greater, e.g. 
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making tlie position of the lesser kereditary, and thus 
moving towards feudalism. As tie latest historian of 
Morence says/ things went otherwise in Tuscany ; whether 
owing to the smaller expansive force which feudalism had 
there; or the greater difficulty of governing the country 
across tie Apennines, or the need of a harrier against 
the growing power of the Popes, the dukes or marquises 
of Tuscany grew in force and power, and keeping down 
the bishops and minor feudatories — ^in contrast to Lombardy 
— ^they at the same time repressed the movement of the 
cities towards independence, so that it begins later. 

§ 4. Let us for the present concentrate attention, then, 
on the cities north of the Apennines, which take the lead 
in the movement towards independence. Here we may 
first observe that the cities, when they begin to develop 
under the revived Roman Empire, in the latter part of the 
tenth century, have already acquired habits of self-defence 
and independent corporate action in the time of trouble 
and distress that intervenes between Lewis 11., the latest 
vigorous Carolmgian, and Otto {i.c, from A.n. 875-950). 
In this “darkest age’’ in Western Europe generally but 
especially in Italy, they had — as some compensation for 
theic troubles — ^been allowed to rebtdld their ancient walls, 
as a necessary defence against the raids of Hungarians and 
Saracens. The cities become fortresses and the citizens 
acquire military training and habits. “ The cities were 
divided into four ox six quarters, ordinarily taking their name 
from the nearest gate, because the citizens of each quarter 
were specially called upon to defend this gate and the 
neighbouring wall.” ^ Each quarter had its own standard, 
its “ company ” (or two) of heavy armed horsemen (rich 
citizens or nobles), a double number of archers and heavy- 
armed infantry, besides which all citizens between the ages 
of 18 and 70 had to come armed with swords to the place 
d^armes of their quarter, when the tocsin sounded. In the 
war with the Emperor Conrad the Salic (a.d. 1035-1039) 


^ Viilari, I due della $toria di Finnze, vol, i. p. 74. 

^ Sismondi, Hisioire dea rimtbliques italiennes du moyen dge^ vol. i. p. 374, 



XVIII 


MEDIEVAL CITIES^LOMBARDY 


267 


Heribertj Archbisliop of Milan, completed the military 
system by the introduction of the carrocdo (waggon carrying 
the standard), which raised the importance of the infantry. 

One can see that if the new Empire interferes vexatiously 
with the self-government of these cities, it will have a diffi- 
cult task. But for some time the new Empire has no such 
policy. The Holy Eoman Empire, as revived in Otto, is 
in fact an alliance of the Clmrch, representing the more 
civilised element of Italian society, with a German Idng, 
on whom it confers a title of unique dignity, carrying with 
it the sovereignty of the now old kingdom of Italy. Con- 
sequently the pohey of the German king is to lean on the 
Church for support against Lombard feudality. Accordingly 
Otto extended the power of the bishojps to extend his 
own.” 1 The bishop in every city becomes a rival of the 
count ; and his jiTrisdiction is largely substituted for that 
of the count. The Churches gladly give the Emperor the 
right of nomination to sees, as they regard him as their 
friend and ally against feudality. Along i\ith the Church 
the cities rise into power, archiepiscopal and episcopal 
cities taking the lead. 

In the first stage, then, here as in Germany, the in- 
dustrial element of the community in the towns grows 
under the shadow and shield of the Church. At the end 
of the tenth and in the first part of the eleventh century 
it has shaken itself free from the feudahty that dominates 
the country ; and in^pld episcopal or archiepiscopal towns, 
of which Milan is a leading case, it has done this by 
marshaUing itself behind its bishops, who acquire—under 
the usually remote and inefiective supremacy of the 
emperor — ^practical sovereignty in the towns. Then, as 
we saw in Germany, the allies — the ecclesiastical chief and 
the growing industrial element — find their interests and 
aims divergent, and the industrial clement struggles towards 
independence, at first by quiet encroachment, afterwards 

^ Ferrari, Storia ddle Biwluzione d'liaUa, vol. i p. 217. 

German bishops, as we saw, were territorial magnates, Italian bishops 
were poor and anti-feudal. 
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with, conflict ; the process being favoured till 1122 by the 
great struggle between papacy and empire about election 
and investiture of bishops. 

The prevalent type of constitution formed in the first 
half of the twelfth century^ aa the town emancipates itself 
from episcopal control, is government by a varymg number 
of consuls ” as executive magistrates, who command in war 
and administer justice in peace. The towns are still under 
oligarchical control, but the group of ruUng famihes that 
govern the town becomes larger ; behind it we see, not 
yet claiming equality, hut growing in organised strength, 
the corporations of arts and crafts {corporazioni delle arii e 
dei mestieri) who take a prominent place in the military 
organisation, transforming themselves into “ companies, 
battalions, regiments, ’’ grouped round the carrocoio?' The 
consuls, numerous and frequently renewed, are not a very 
powerful executive ; for efiective government they require to 
be assisted by a council of trust and secrecy {credentia), 
chosen from difierent quarters of the city and summoned 
by the consuls ; this advises on details of current adminis- 
tration. Besides this, there is usually a great council ” 
for more important matters variously constituted, in some 
places more ohgarchical than others, the intervention of 
the general assembly, doubtless containing members of 
leading arti,” being reserved for crises of war, siege, etc. 
The members of these coimcils are not popularly elected, at 
least directly, but appointed either by the consuls them- 
selves, or by specially appointed electors. And this is the 
ordinary Italian custom, direct election by citizens at large is 
rare. As the administrative functions of the consuls grow, 
we find them separated from the judicial ; thus in Genoa, in 
A.D. 1134, there were three administrative consuls {consules 
covmums)^ and eight judicial consuls {consules de placitis). 
The number of administrative consuls — which varies from 
three or four up to over twenty — corresponds to or is some 
multiple of the quarters of the town. 

§ 5. Then in the first half of the twelfth century the 

1 Fovrari, op* cit vol. i. p. 472. 
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great independence of tlie cities is sliown by tiieir wars witli 
one another, for then first are developed in full force and 
profusion those violent and continually renewed conflicts 
of city against city, which distinguish Italian history from 
the medieval history of any other West-Enropean country, 
and which remind us of ancient Greece. 

The causes of the wars appear to be various. Partly there 
is a rivalry of long standing between old Eoman cities, whose 
pre-eminence is retained in the ecclesiastical organisation, 
and the cities which were the military centres of the 
Lombard kingdom, e,g. between Milan and Pavia. Partly, 
again, the rivalry of cities is exacerbated by their talcing 
sides in the quarrel between emperor and pope. Some- 
times merely ecclesiastical disputes give the occasion for 
wax. But, on the whole, the causes appear to be largely 
economical ; as the cities grow rich and populous they are 
irritated by the checks which other cities place to the 
development of theix industry and trade. At first the 
larger cities attack the smaller — ^Pavia attacks Tortona ; 
Cremona, Crema ; Milan, Lodi. This leads to leagues 
among the towns, Lodi, for instance, placing itself under 
the protection of Pavia. Usually the militia of the larger 
city marches out and destroys or carries ofi the harvests of 
the enemy. The war between Milan and Lodi (a.d. 1107- 
1111) begins thus; but it ends with the destruction 
of Lodi-vecchio, whose inhabitants are distributed in six 
villages. The war of Milan against Como, a.d, 1118-1127, 
which a Comasque poet compares to the Trojan war, begins 
with trouble between a bishop appointed by the anti-pope 
Buxdino, and Guido the legitimate bishop of Como, The 
Lombard towns being mainly on the side of the emperor, 
a number of them aid Milan. The villages of the Italian 
lakes, subject to Como, partly revolt. Ultimately Como 
submits; its inhabitants agi-ee to raze their fortifications, 
pay taxes to Mian, and serve as allies in its wars. 

In the middle of the twelfth century comes the crisis 
in the movement towards independence of the towns of 
North Italy, in a severe struggle between the cities and 
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the imperial sovereignty — ^now represented by the resolute 
Exederick Barbarosaa — ^who seeks to deprive the cities of 
their semi-sovereign rights^ which from his point of view 
are nBurpations, and to reduce their governments to the 
position of mere local governments in a coherent and orderly 
state. At first, the rivalries of the cities favour the em- 
peror^s policy ; his armies appear irresistible, and Milan, the 
foremost of the rebellious cities, is taken and razed to the 
ground. But presently the love of independence overcomes 
the sentiments of old municipal hostility ' a league is formed 
of Lombard cities — ^including old enemies as well as old 
friends of Milan — ^who, in spite of Erederick, rebuild the 
old archiepiscopal city, make head successfully against the 
German armies, and inflict a decisive defeat at the battle of 
Lignano in A.r>. 1176, Then, at the treaty of Constance in 
A.P. 1183, they obtain — ^by a settlement that is not practic- 
ally disturbed, so long as the independence of the Lombard 
cities lasts — ^the rights of obeying only their own laws, being 
governed by their own magistrates (the formal assent of 
the emperor beiag in some cases required), makiug peace 
and war and alliances, administering their own finances 
(with the exception of certaiu payments on occasion to the 
imperial treasury). This legal security of rights that had 
long been practically assumed, is primarily won by the 
cities of the league that is fighting the emperor ; but 
he cannot refuse to his friends what has been granted 
to his enemies, and the liberties stipulated by the treaty 
of Constance become common to all the towns of 
Italy. 

§ 6. I now turn to another, '‘fundamentally important, 
characteristic of the career of the Italian cities, Le. the 
antagonism between cities and country. This — ^Hke the 
rivalry between city and city — is mainly economical in 
its causes. The feudal nobles (castellani) impede com- 
munication and commerce ; they hamper the roads by 
tolls, and rob the merchants ; the energies of the cities are 
distracted from peaceful industry to an intolerable extent 
by the need of fightin^t their way through these obstacles. 
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The war with the feudal nobles in the country had been 
going on during the municipal wars of the twelfth century, 
but the more important part of it was after the Peace of 
Constance, Milan, risen from her ashes . . . deprived 
all the nobles of the country round of their jurisdiction,” ^ 
Genoa is devouring the marquisate of Finale tliroughout the 
twelfth and thirteenth centuries, and elsewhere— 6.^. Novara, 
Asti, and in many other cases — the violent conflicts go on 
through •the tliirteenth century. The castellani defend 
themselves by opposing city to city, but they only put off 
the inevitable destruction. 

If we ask why in Italy alone the cities win their struggle 
with feudality, the answer is that they were more developed 
and numerous in Italy, “ the imperial country,” and that 
feudahty was weaker here in comparison, owing to the policy 
of the Emperor, as previously described. An additional force 
on the side of the cities is supplied by the desire of civic 
freedom spreading into the country.^ 

Then, when the victory is in the main won by the towns, 
comes the final step which has, for Italian municipal life, 
the most important and, on the whole, disastrous conse- 
quences — ^the forcing of the castellani into the cities. The 
motive for this, on the side of the town, was to bring the 
fruits of victory within the limits of legality by getting the 
noble out of feudal jurisdiction into the jurisdiction of the 
city. The motive for the noble was to put an end to a 
conflict in which he was always getting the worst of it. 
Accordingly he accepted the terms ; he was compelled to build 
a palazzo within the city, and reside there a certain number 
of months in the year — often doubled in time of war. If 
he did not become a citizen in the city with which he had 
fought, he did so in another with which he had formed an 
’alliance. Presently the nobles took the line of making the 
best of the situation : they paid court to the citizens, and 
from prudence, fashion, caprice or as a pastime entered the 

1 ]?errati, op, cit vol. ii. p. 105. 

2 ]Jj,g. Bologna buys the “ rusfciei dol confcado di Bologna ” in a.d. I 36 
Ferrari, op, dt vol. ii. p. 111. 
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Great Councils.’'' ^ Thns, as — ^by natural compensation — 
new families enriclied in iudustry and commerce also entered 
the circle of ^ conciliar ’ familieSj the ruling oligarchy in the 
towns was enlarged. 

This is what happens in the cities of the plains of the 
Po, where the victory of the cities over their feudal 
neighbours is decisive. But elsewhere, e.g. in the leading 
cities of the Txevisan march — -Verona, Vicenza, Padua, etc. 
— ^the feudal element is strong, owing to the more moun- 
tainous nature of the country ; and though here too the 
country nobles largely enter the towns, they appear to do so 
on a superior footing — a superiority which leads to the earlier 
establishment of Tyrannis here, as compared with Lombardy, 

The aim of the cities in thus using their victory was, as 
I have said, to bring the feudal nobles effectively under the 
control of municipal government ; but they had left them 
too strong and, in a broad sense, too feudal for the possi- 
bility of that result. They had taken from them “ their 
jurisdictions, their towers, their fortresses, their regular 
troops,” ^ but had left them their lands and wealth, their 
titles, palaces, and mostly their peasant cultivators — depen- 
dents, if no Idager serfs — ^their military skill and practice, 
their social prestige and family ties. Hence the nobles 
look down on the traders whom they have been forced to 
accept as fellow - citizens ; the palaces they build in the 
cities are fortresses; they arm their dependents and find a 
fighting clientele in a part of the populace ; and, in short, 
carry on their old life as a disturbing element in the grow- 
ing industrial society. 

We must conceive a certain opposition and antagonism 
as having always existed between the old nobiUty in the 
town and the mercantile element ; hut whereas in the 
German town the mercantile element soon absorbs the old 
feudal element — ^which is not there reinforced by the new 
feudal element forced in from the country — in the Italian 
town it is thus reinforced, and becomes a permanent source 
of disorder. 

1 Ferrari, op, ciK yol. ii. p. 126. 


Op, cit p, 130. 
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It may be aske(i, why did not tbe cities confiscate 
tbe estates of these disturbers of the peace. The answer 
is that their independence — almost complete as it seems — 
was not complete enough for that. The Empire tolerated 
private war, for man was a fighting animal ; and it might 
have had to tolerate high-handed robbery of lands ; but 
it would have refused to recogni>se its consequences as 
legal. A city that had tried to destroy the feudal nobility 
would have been manifestly hostile to the imperial-papal 
system and to feudality generally ; and the existence of the 
cities seemed to themselves to depend on the maintenance 
of the former, nor could they venture to defy the latter. 

§ 7. The result of this introduction of the feudal element 
into the towns is ultimately fatal to their prosperous de- 
velopment as free industrial cities. But the fii’st effect was 
a very peculiar institution — the annual foreign Pode$tch 
Frederick Barbarossa, in his struggle with the independence 
of the towns, had tried to maintain the imperial authority 
by the establishment in each of the important centres of a 
governor or Podest^. Everywhere the cities had repudiated 
and struggled against, sometimes ill-treated or expeUed — 
even assassinated — these foreign importations; and yet 
after the Peace of Constance has sealed their victory, they 
one after another adopt an institution nominally the same 
— a Podest^, a stranger knight, chosen from some other 
city, and invested with the highest executive power. 

The primary cause of this peculiar Italian institution 
would seem to be the strongly-felt need — peculiar also, as 
we have seen, to Italy — of repressing the civil disorder which 
the forced introduction of the feudal nobles into the cities 
has so much aggravated and intensified. But the Podeati, 
at least in the cities of Lombardy, is not merely a judicial 
functionary, though special stress is laid on his judicial 
duties ; some of the political as well as the judicial func- 
tions previously exercised by the consuls devolve upon him. 
And in some cases at least it would seem that a perception 
of the advantage of single headship, in external no less than 
in internal relations, contributed to the adoption of the 
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institution. His ImiGtioxL was primarily to repress anarchy 
within the city, by stern impartial maintenance of legal 
order against the most powerful disturbers of it — ^the 
regular selection of a stranger must have been on this 
ground ; but he also had to direct military expeditions. 
The armed force of the city was placed at his disposal for 
both objects. 

Through the institution of the Podesth, the typical 
government of the Italian city becomes much more com- 
plicated. For the consuls are not done away with, 
though the name is often changed ; they are formed into a 
council, and retain the general administration of the city. 
While at the same time another council, special council of 
the PodestS,, is formed to advise the new governor ; the 
members of this council — ^wMch appears at Milan in a.d. 1199 
— are called secretaries, councillors, or “ sapientes ” of the 
commune. And there is also of course the great council ” 
and the occasional Parlamento. The Podest^ swore fidelity 
to the city and its laws. He had to come with a pre- 
scribed staff of judges, servants, men-at-arms, etc., and had 
a fixed salary and furniture provided. Fines determined for 
his transgressions were subtracted from his salary. He had 
to remain for a fixed time after his year of office, in order 
that complaints might be examined and reparation made. 
He must have no relations in the city, and not accept any 
entextaimnents in it. 

The process by which the city, little by little, subnoitted 
to give itself a foreign governor can in some chronicles be 
traced. Thus in a.d. 1190 Genoa finds its consuls inade- 
quate : conspiracies, discords, and divisions are igtermin- 
able ^ accordingly a PodestSb is appointed, who razes the 
palace of one of the most violent partisans and restores 
order. Two years afterwards they return to the consuls ; 
but the civil strife breaks out again, and they axe obliged 
to re-establish the Podesta. Next year they still hesitate ; 
hut ultimately reconcile themselves to the permanent insti- 
tution of a yearly Podesta. 

1 Ferrari, ojp. cit vol. ii. p. 172. 
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So Milan has its first annual Podest^- in a.d. 1186 ; but 
then it returns to the consuls Tvith enlarged powers — and 
this is repeated for three years in succession ; then in 
1191 two Podestas are tried to content the two parties, 
but this does not answer, and in the second half-year consuls 
are xe-estabhshed. Then in 1193 they have consuls again 
till 1199, then a Podest^- — and the oscillations continue 
till after 1212. 

In some* cases the institution is not established without 
disturbances, and there are serious risks attached to the 
ofEce. Thus in Bologna in a.d. 1191 we hear of a PodestS- 
who has to fly ; and, being puTvSiicd and taken, his teeth are 
pulled out by the furious nobles, in revenge for the fines 
he has inflicted on them. In 1208 a Podesth of Lucca is 
killed ; in 1213 a Podesta of Modena has his tongue pulled 
out. 

The Podesth does his work, well or iU ; but the surges 
of faction are too strong for him, and in the thirteenth 
century the tendency to monarchical government in the 
cities north of the Apennines is overwhelming. I have 
called this Tyrarmis to mark the resemblance between 
Itahan and Greek history ; and in fact the despots of the 
Itahan city in many cases deserved to be called rvpawoL 
for the manner in which they gained power, and tyrants 
for the manner in which they used it. But though the 
Tyrannus often is established by violence, he mostly 
goes through the form of election. 

As I have before said, there was a greater predomiaance 
of the municipal over the feudal element in Lombardy 
proper than farther eastward ; and in fact it is in the east- 
ward towns that monarchy first comes in and first becomes 
regular. The more regular load begins in a.d. 1209, when 
Azzo VI., Marquis d’Este, is declared Lord of Eerrara. 

Ce fut la premise fois/* says Sismondi, quW en 

Italie, abandonna ses droits pour se soumettie au pouvoir 
d’un seul.’’ ^ Then about twenfay years later (a.d. 1226) 
the first famous tyrant, Eccelino da Eomano, establishes his 
^ Sismondi, op» cit vol ii. p. 312. 
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power at Veronaj a city close under the Alps and therefore 
more dominated hy feudality than the cities of the Lombard 
plain. In his ease the prominent factor is the violence of 
faction j causing a need for a bold leader of mihtary skill. 
But though Tyraunis first came in in these eastward towns, 
in Lombardy too, as Hallam says, “ before the middle of 
the fourteenth century, at the latest, all those cities which 
had spurned at the faintest mark of submission to the 
emperors, lost even the recollection of self-government, and 
were bequeathed, like an undoubted patrimony, among the 
children of their new lords/' ^ To trace the poHtical 
development of the Italian species of medieval city through 
its full evolution^ we have to go to Tuscany. 

^ HallarQ, Middle Ages, vol. i. oliap. iii. pt. ii, p. 408. 

The transient revival of the republic at Milan, 1447-50, should just bo 
noticed as au exception to this statement, but only just noticed. 



LECTURE XTX 

MEDIEVAL CITIES-— COMPARISON OF ITALIAN CITY- 
COMMUNITIES WITH ANCIENT GREECE 

§ 1. In a xiTeceding lecture I noticed that Italy, far more than 
any other part of Europe, suggests to the ordinary historian 
— I mean the historian who is not specially concerned with 
what may be called the morphology of states — a comparison 
with ancient Greece. For North Italy is the only region in 
medieval Europe where the greater part — though not the 
whole — of a continuous territory is divided up into the 
domains of a number of city-states, just as the more civilised 
portion of ancient Greece was. In Germany, even where 
the cities flourish most, they are mere exceptions to princely 
rule.” ^ Also, it may be observed that medieval Italy, during 
the flourishing period of its practically independent city- 
communities, outstripped the rest of Europe in intellectual 
and material civilisation ; — ^though not, of course, so markedly 
as ancient Greece did in its palmy days. Certainly, in spite 
of the great differences, to which I shall presently advert, 
the history of the Italian repuhlics presents a remarkable 
general resemblance to the histor}^ of ancient Greece, which 
I will try briefly to put together. 

In the first place, the towns in Italy grow strong and 
prosperous out of the semi-barbarous disorder into which 
society has lapsed, as the Greek cities out of primitive 
barbarism : {a) from the military advantage of the walled 
town at this period of the art of war ; and (6) the economic 
prosperity due to civilised industry and trade within the 

^ Ereeman. 
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walled towns in a society wHcli is taking the lead in 
European civilisation and industry. 

Secondly, in medieval Italy, the city-communities show 
the concentrated political life and something like the in- 
tense patriotism of the Greek city-states ; and in both cases 
this is largely due to the same cause — ^the much closer im- 
plication of the weU-beiug of the individual with the well- 
being of his community here than in country-states. In 
both cases, again, this patriotism shines more brightly in 
the earlier period of their history, when their citizen soldiers 
combine to repel a powerful invading monarch who seeks to 
subjugate them. The manner in which enough, though not 
all, of the Lombard towns combine, in spite of old feuds, to 
resist Eredcrick Barbarossa (a.d. 1167-1183), may bo com- 
pared to the manner in which enough, though not aU, of 
the Greek states combine to resist the Persian iuvasion, in 
spite of hereditary jealousies and border wars. 

Then in both cases, as time goes on, we find the cities 
becoming hopelessly divided, not only from each other, hut 
within themselves by the resentments of violent and pro- 
longed faction, As Sparta and her allies fight Athens and 
her allies, so the league of Guelf cities fights the league of 
Ghibehn cities. Again, in the earlier intermunicipal wars of 
both ancient Greece and medieval Italy, city fights city as 
a united community ; but in the Greek wars of the fourth 
century B.a. the “ exiles ” of the city assailed are often a note- 
worthy element of the assailing force ; and similarly in the 
Italian iutermunicipal wars, chronicled from the latter half 
of the thirteenth century and later, it is no longer “ Parma 
fights Piacenza,’’ but Parma with the exiles from Pia- 
cenza assails Piacenza.” ^ 

Again, in both cases, civilisation with the habits of peaceful 
industry and the luxury thereby obtained, gradually makes 
the citizens of important towns personally disiaclined for war, 
which they carry on more and more by means of mercen- 
aries. Thus, partly from incapacity to form a stable union, 
partly from diminishing capacity for personal service in 

^ Ferrari, op, cit, vol. ii. p. 267. 
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wai; tiey are ultimately unequal to a contest with the 
larger country-states in their neighbourhood— in the case 
of Greece the fragments of Alexander’s empire, and in the 
case of Italy the larger West European states ; and thus 
their territories become the battlefields of contending 
strangers.” ^ This state of things is begun for Italy by the 
invasion of Charles YIII. in a.d. 1492 . As Macaulay says : 

Exom the moment that Charles VIII. descended from the 
Alps, the» whole character of Italian politics was changed. 
The governments of the Peninsula ceased to form an inde- 
pendent system. Drawn from their old orbit by the attraction 
of the larger bodies which now approached them, they became 
mere satellites of Exance and Spain. All their disputes, 
internal and external, were decided by foreign influence.” ^ 
Turning to their internal development, we find every- 
where at the outset the administration of government — 
so far as the city is self-governing — in the hands of the 
few ; while certain very important decisions are brought 
before a general assembly of the people for simple 
acceptance or rej ection. The citizens at large — meeting 
in the “ Agora ” iu old Greece, and the Parlamento ” in 
medieval Italy — acquiesce in the rule of a few leading 
families. Then dissensions between the nobles and tbe 
people come in, and we see a drift towards democracy. 
This is most interesting in the Tuscan cities, whose in- 
ternal history as compared with moat of those north of the 
Apennines, gives fuller instruction as to the development of 
the medieval type of city, owing to their longer republican 
independence *, but it occurs also, though in a less developed 
form, in the Lombard cities. This tendency to widen tbe 
area of citizenship may he compared to the similar tendency 
of Greek city-states in the latex period of their history 
as independent communities. Eurther, as the movement 
towards more popular government goes on, the use of the 
lot as a mode of appointment comes in in medieval Italy as 
in ancient Greece. And finally, in both cases, we find the 
liability to lapse under the rule of a single person in times 

^ Essay on M(xcchi(xvtllim 
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of disorder and faction— a tendency wliioh becomes stronger 
after a certain time of republican life, partly from tbo 
weariness of republican faction, partly from the already- 
mentioned growing dislike of personal military service, 
which civilisation gradually causes, and the consequent 
employment of mercenaries. 

To carry the comparison down to particular states, 
we may compare the briUiant position that Athens, the 
leader in the democratic movement in the Greek city-states, 
took in the general development of art and literature in 
ancient Greece, with the similarly briUiant position occupied 
by Florence in the development of art and literature in 
medieval Italy ; since Florence also takes a leading part 
in the movement towards democracy — ^the medieval demo- 
cracy of organised crafts, which we observe in the Italian 
republics in the latter half of the thirteenth and in tho 
fourteenth century. And we may also compare instruct- 
ively the institutions of Venice, the strikingly stable oU- 
gaxchy of medieval and modern Italy, with the institutions 
of Sparta, the strikingly stable oligarchy of ancient Greece 
so far as we consider the Spartans as the governing 
few.^ The diminishing powers of the Venetian Doge, 
conjBned with increasing strictness and jealousy, ^ may be 
compared to the diminishing powers of the hereditary kings 
of Sparta, On the other hand, the growth of the power of 
the Ephors at Sparta with their secret procedure and 
terrifying jviclieial homicides, may be compared to the 
growth of the power of the Council of Ten together 
with the ultimate creation of the three Inquisitors at 
Venice. 

§ 2. Well, these are strildng resemblances ; to put it 
summarily, in both cases we have, as regards external re- 
lations, independence successfully defended through union 
within the city and a transiently eSective combination with 
other cities, and independence lost through disunion and 
through factions that at once connect and disintegrate the 
cities ; and in both cases we have, as regards internal 
^ See Leot. V- p, 80 . ® 800 Appeadix, Note F, 
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political development, primitive oHgaicliy, drift to demo- 
cracy-j and widespread lapse into monarcliy or Tyrarmis. 
But eacli point of resemblance is qualified by very im- 
portant dissimilarities. Tbe independence is different in 
degree ; tbe factions are difierent in Mnd \ tbe obgareby 
in Italy is more complex and differently related to the 
main stock of citizens ; tbe monaicby which suppresses 
xepubbean constitutional freedom is in Italy to a much 
greater eartent regularised by formal election, and regarded 
as legitimate by general sentiment ; and the Italian demo- 
cracy is more partial — at least if we consider not the number 
of inhabitants, but the number of free men — ^for it never 
efieotively included all the free native inhabitants of the 
town, but only a certain number of organised trades and 
crafts ; and it is more imperfectly developed, as the Italian 
demos never attempts actually to govern like the Greek. 
The Parlamento, as Freeman says, is in later times usually 
called together “ to vote away its own liberties.’* Finally, 
the medieval democratic movement stops at a certain point ; 
the organised crafts becoming oligarchical thjough the ia- 
fluence of capital, the whole constitution, where it does not 
faE under Tyrarmis, tends decidedly in its last stage to 
settled oligarchy. 

Let us briefly consider each of these points in order. 
The first two are connected ; fox the conditions that render 
the independence of the Italian municipalities inferior in 
degree to that of the Greek cities, also render their pre- 
valent factions — ^in the period in which faction is most 
violent and pernicious — essentiaEy different in kind. In- 
deed, nothing brings out more strikingly the incompleteness, 
in idea, of the independence of the Italian cities, than the 
fact that in the great struggle between Gnelf and Ghibelin 
factions, which rages within cities and among cities in the 
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, the issues fox which the 
two parties nominally fight should be so entirely outside 
the individual political life of these commumties. In the 
corresponding period of Greek history, when citizens con- 
tinually slaughter and expel citizens of the opposing party 
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and exiles fight against their fatherland oven along with its 
hereditary enemies, the issues at stake are avowedly the 
fimdamental principles of the political constitution, the 
question whether ohgaxohy or democracy is to prevail. 
But in the Italian faction - fights, the names under which 
the factions fight are the names of two German ducal houses, 
rival claimants for the imperial crown — ^whose claims excite 
civil strife in Germany as early as the second quarter of 
the twelfth century — ^the house of Welf or *Guelf, of 
which our own royal house is a branch, and the house 
of Hohenstaufen, from the name of whose castle, called 
Waiblingen, the name Ghibelin is formed. It is true that 
this merely Germanic character of the issue is rather appar- 
ent than real. The point that interests the Italians is that 
the actual emperor — from A.n. 1138-1250, after which the 
Empire is for the Italians virtually a negligible quantity, 
except for a very brief interval — ^is almost always a Hohen- 
staufen, while the pope almost always supports the GueK 
claims ; the factions are understood to be imperial and papal. 
But this again shows how fully the Italian cities recognise 
their position as parts of a larger political whole constituted 
by that peculiar alliance of the Eoman Church with the 
German monarchy, which had given birth to the Holy 
Roman Empire. Nor would it be even adequately true to 
say that as the danger to the independence of the cities 
comes from the Emperor and not from the Pope, the Guelf 
party is really fighting for independence. This is, indeed, 
to a limited extent the case in the later part of the struggle, 
hut only to a limited extent. Eirstly, we have to note that in 
the Papal States, when the Papacy endeavours to make its 
, sovereignty real, it is the foe and not the friend of muni- 
cipal independence ; while beyond these limits some cities, 
such as Pisa, are at once proud of their traditions of re- 
publican independence, and proud of their traditional loyalty 
to the imperial cause. 

At the same time, there is really more analogy than at 
first sight appears between the medieval Italian party 
conflicts and the old Greek, because — ^though all long-lived 
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party watchwords have a mixed and fluctuating import 
and these are no exception— still it is to a considerable 
extent true that the Ghibelins represent the feudal element 
and the Guelfs the industrial element in the cities ; not 
altogether, for there are many noble families on the Guelf 
side, but stiU to a considerable extent. 

§ 3. This leads me to my third point of comparison — 
the difierence between the oligarchy of the old Greek and 
that of the medieval Italian city. In the Italian city there 
axe two distinct antagonisms and conflicts, to each of which 
the familiar antithesis of “ oligarchy ” and democracy ” 
might be applied, and indeed actually was applied at the 
time ; first, the antagonism between the feudal nobility — 
landowners with military habits which they carry with 
them into urban life — and the persons engaged in trade 
and industry who formed the great majority of the well- 
to-do citizens ; and secondly, the division and struggle 
between the commercial and professional element, grouped 
in what were called at Florence the “greater arts,” and 
other industrial groups occupying a lower position in the 
social scale. 

blow in the history of the Greek cities this double 
antithesis is not clearly brought out. No doubt so fax as 
oligarchy survives in the later period of free Greece, it to 
some extent changes its character ; from an oligarchy of 
old families, inheriting not only wealth but ancestral 
prestige and traditions of ancestral merit, it tends to 
become an ofigarchy of wealth — a mere plutocracy. Still 
we nowhere find the jealousies and dissensions that doubt- 
less existed between old families and new wealth expressing 
themselves in a strongly marked way in political institutions 
and laws. For example, when the drift towards democracy 
shows itself in Megara in the seventh century b.o., though 
Megara has for some time been a commercial and colonising 
state, it is, as we saw, as rich landowners oppressing peasant 
cultivators that the oligarchs excite resistance.^ 

But in the Itahan town the double antithesis is very 
1 Gf. Lect. VI. p. 89, and Appendix, Note 0. 
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marked ; on tlie whole, the struggle between the feudal 
and industrial element comes first, and then the struggle 
between, the 'po^olani grassi and the organised artisans and 
labourers afterwards ; still the two to some extent overlap. 
The second struggle is comparatively undeveloped in most 
of the cities north of the Apennines, with which we were 
chiefly concerned in the last lecture, because of their general 
lapse into Tyrannis ; but it is fully exhibited in the history 
of Florence, the leading city of Tuscany, to whibh I am 
about to turn. 

§ 4, Finally, I ought to say a word on the difference 
between the despotism of medieval Italy and the Tyrannis 
of ancient Greece. The most strildng difference lies less 
in the substance either of Lhe power or its mode of acquisi- 
tion (or oven the conditions that favoured it) than in the 
form. The Greek despot almost always began and ended 
unconstitutional ; the Greek city, as we saw, does not — 
in any case historically Imown to us — submit itself volun- 
tarily to the lifelong, still less hereditary rule of a lord. 
Whereas when the towns of Lombardy fall under despotism 
towards the end of the thirteenth century, it is, as I said, 
usually with the form of election. This more constitutional 
character of monarchy in Italian towns and a greater 
tendency to adopt and acquiesce in it is partly due to the 
influence of the conditions of neighboring lands, on which 
the Italians, recognising as they did the formal supremacy 
of the Empire, could not look down as the Greeks looked 
down on the barbarian monarchy of Persia. They saw 
aU around them cities with a civilisation similar to their 
own imder princes and other lords, and a similar destiny 
could not seem to them so unnatural and odious as it did to 
the Greek political consciousness. Indeed, even the freest 
Italian cities, even Florence, find it expedient in crises of 
foreign danger to give the lordship of their city to some 
king or prince ; though they are careful in doing so to 
retain substantial self-government in internal affairs. 

We have to observe further that the growing superiority 
of heavy-armed cavalry from the thirteenth century till gun- 
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powder comes into use, and the development of mercenary 
warfare to a degree quite unparalleled in Greece, were 
favouring causes of Italian despotism. Thus the tyranny 
into which Italian republican life lapses corresponds rather 
to the later age of tyrants in Greece ; its characteristic 
difierence being that its origin and character is in many 
cases, if not in all, more legal ; it often grows out of the 
power conferred by the apparently free choice of the 
town desiring greater strength against foreign or domestic 
foes. It is owing, I conceive, to the more democratic 
origin of the Italian cities that we Irave in their develop- 
ment so little corresponding to the earlier age of the tyrants 
in Greece. The industrial civic element, organised in its 
commercial companies, seems to be politically experienced 
from the beginning of the movement ; it does not give the 
opportunity which the first popular movement in the 
Greek state did, for the popular leader who aims at making 
himself a tyrant. 
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MEPIEVAli OITimS — ^FLOREKOE 

§ 1 . Let 118 now turn to Florence, which we may take 
as a type of the movement towards democracy — ^the 
medieval democracy of organised trades and crafts*— in 
the Italian cities. 

The efiective independence of Florence, and of Tuscan 
cities generally, is, as I said, later in commencement 
than that of the cities north of the Apennines, owing to 
the stronger rule of the Marquisate of Tuscany, hut it is 
more enduring. Florence is developing her republican 
polity and bringing its industrial ohaiacter into fuller 
manifestation long after almost all the Lombard cities have 
fallen imder despotic rule. In the course of this develop- 
ment the constitution becomes extremely complex. The 
chief causes of the changes seem to be (1) the con- 
tinually renewed efiorts to repress the lawlessness of 
the nobles by fresh governmental organisations ; and (2) 
the increased and extended representation of the trades 
ox Arti in the government. The former characteristic is, 
as we have seen, peculiar to the Italian city ; the latter, 
on the other hand, shows its essential affinity to the general 
type of medieval city. 

The independence of Florence may be taken to begin — 
if it begins at any point of time — ^ia a.d. 1115 after the 
death of the Countess MatUda, who had governed alone the 
Maxquisate of Tuscany from A.n. 1076, Under her rule the 
city had had no theoretical self -government ; but practi- 
caUy members of the leading families took part in the 
administration of justice, Matilda herself presided over the 
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tribunal wben. able to be present ; but in bex absence — 
wbicli political and adroiiuBtrative occupations rendered not 
infreq^uent — the decisions were often left to civic judges. 
Further, in the struggle that was going on between pope 
and emperor, while the city of Florence along with its 
feudal superior the Countess embraced the side of the Pope, 
the feudal nobiUty around, who conceived themselves 
oppressed by this feudal superior, were largely on the side 
of the emperor. Accordingly, the struggle of the cities 
with the rural nobility— which we followed in the case 
of the Lombard cities — began in Florence before any formal 
municipal independence was attained. The transition to 
independence, therefore, takes place without much of a 
shock ; the members of the leading families who had 
carried on the executive government in Matilda’s name 
now carry it on in the name of the city. 

This government before long comes to consist of twelve 
persons called Consuls, elected annually two from each of 
the six quarters of the city. They belonged to the class 
of leading citizens largely consisting of feudal nobles, but 
they were assisted by a council of a hundred or more, in 
which the industrial element was included and doubtless 
had the predominance. We may assume that it included 
representatives of the organised trades, afterwards known 
as the “ greater arts,” or of some of these ; since in the 
last quarter of the twelfth century we find that the heads 
of the Arti are considered competent to have a function 
formally assigned to them in the treaties negotiated by the 
city ; and we may assume that a long period of thriving 
organised existence has preceded this political recognition. 
Indeed, the external policy of Florence appears to be 
governed from the first by its commercial interests. There 
was also the Parlamento for great occasions ; but its 
meeting was mostly a pure form, and as it often met 
in a piazza of very moderate size or in a church, it is 
evident that the mass of the citizens had no effective share 
in governmental decisions. 

§ % So fax there is no antagonism between the noble and 
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tie industrial elements ; but from a.d. 1129 onwards we 
read of the destruction of neighbouring castelU and the 
forcing of the noble owners into the city, which thus 
increases its feudal element. 

Then in the latter half of the tweHth century comes the 
struggle with I^rederick Barbarossa, who appoints Podest^s in 
Florence and other cities ; but this imperial system' — ^never 
very effective — collapses at the end of the century. Neverthe- 
less, here as in Lombardy, the peculiar institutiomof having 
an aimually appointed foreign noble as Podesta ox head of 
the government is introduced, and soon after (a.d. 1212) has 
superseded the consuls, who seem to be transformed into 
a sort of privy council of the Podesta. The transformation 
here seems to be due partly to the sense of the superior 
efEciency of the single governor for the wars with casielli 
and neighbouring towns which Florence is carrying on 
during this period ; though the choice of a foreigner seems 
to show that the same need was felt here as in Lom- 
bardy of an impartial stranger to repress the lawless- 
ness of the nobles. At any rate, in the first half of 
the thirteenth century, feuds break out among the nobles, 
presently merging in the general Guelf-G-Mbelin quarrel. 
There are Cruelf nobles as well as Ghibelin nobles ; but 
the old families are almost all Ghibelin and the industrial 
element, the organised Arti, is mainly Guelf. 

The antagonism of nobles and industrials grows stronger ; 
and in a.d. 1260 the people give themselves a separate 
organisation, both military and political, under the headship 
of a Oapitano del Fopoh. The object of the organisation is 
to repress effectively the lawless violence of the nobles ; 
the six quarters are divided into companies, twenty in all, 
each with its standard, so that the people may all form and 
unite in military order when the Oapitano del Popolo rings 
the great heU on the Torre del Leone.’^ 

The organisation is presently suspended during a tem- 
porary predommance of the Ghihelins, but it is revived 
with modifications in a.d. 1267. The result is an extremely 
comphcated constitution, because the guiding principle of 
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the Elorentine movement towards popular government is 
to leave — ^in the main — the existing government with 
important functions, and to superadd a new organisation 
for the better protection of popular interests. Thus we 
get the following constitution from 1267 onward. There 
is, first, the Podesta as before — an annually elected foreign 
noble— with a privy coimcil of 90 and a larger council of 
300 ; tliese councils are composed of nobles and commons 
combined/ But for the ordinary despatch of administrative 
business there is a body of twelve, called the Twelve Bumi 
JJominiy two from each of the six q^uarters ; they are elected 
from the people, and are advised by a council of 100, also 
elected from the people. Then there ia the CapUano del 
Popolo who is, like the Pode^klj a foreign noble^ selected 
from a Gnelf town ; he also has his special and general 
councils ; he leads the citizen militia, infantry composed 
of the people in companies, while the Podesta is the 
chief representative of the republic in foreign aSairs, and 
often the commander-in-chief of the whole army, but more 
especially of the cavalry, composed almost entirely of nobles 
and other professional soldiers.^ The Podesta presided over 
ordinary civil and criminal justice ; while, as I have said, 
it was the special function of the Capitano del Popolo to 
repress crimes of violence committed by the nobles against 
popolani. » 

The result was that in case of a measure that had to 
obtain the concurrence of all the deliberative bodies, the 
process was singularly complicated. A measure proposed 
by the twelve Buoiii Uomini had to be voted (1) by the 
Council of 100, (2) by the special council of the Capir^ 
tano, (3) by the general council of the Capitano^ usually 

^ ’While fxoui a.I). 1250 tho prodommanceof the industrial element in the life 
of the city bocomoa stronger and shows itself in the political organisation more 
and more, on the other hand, the military superiority of the feudal elemonfc 
becomes gimtoc through the improved heavy armour of the cavalry, as waa 
shown in tho battle of JVtontaperti a.b. 1260. From tins came the develop- 
ment of mercenary warfare ; song even of noble families become commandera 
of bands of gen^ d^armes and acquire reputation in the new art of war. This, 
as I said, is a fruitful saorce of tyranuis. 
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on one day ; and the next day by (4) the special council of 
the Podest^j and (6) the general council of the Podest^,, 
To avoid intolerable delays the speaking was severely 
limited, which is perhaps one reason why political oratory 
seems never to have had a rich development in Plorence 
— or indeed in Italy generally. 

§ 3. But this is not ah. The idea of Florentine govern- 
ment, as so constituted, is not complete unless we take 
into account the organisation of the dominant Ghelf party, 
and the organisation of the trades, or Arti. 

As regards the former, there were appointed at this 
time six Gapitani di Parte Quelfa — as they were after- 
wards called — also with councils special and general, to 
administer the funds of the party derived from confiscated 
property of Ghihelins. They gradually became an organ of 
regular government fox certain purposes — ^it being assumed 
that the Guelf party was always to be in power. This intro- 
duction of party organisation into regular government is a 
noteworthy feature of the later medieval political constitu- 
tion which no modem State has yet imitated. For example, 
in England, from A.B. 1716-1760, it was an established 
maxim that the Whigs were always to he in power ; but 
the constitution did not in any way recognise the Whig 
party. I mentioned just now, in speaking of the parties in 
Florence, that the struggle between Guelfs and Ghibelins 
did not completely coincide with the struggle between 
Grandees and People {Grandi and Popolani), though it did 
in some measure. The old noble families were almost 
entirely Ghibelin, and the strength of the Guelf party 
lay in industrial support ; but there were Guelf nobles as 
well aa Ghibelin nobles ; and in fact of the six Capitani 
di Parte Quelfa three were Grandi and three Popolank 
Later they have a palace of their own and, aa I said, 
certain pubUc functions, the chief being the persecution 
of Ghibelins. This, as we shall see, is a function which 
afterwards becomes of decisive importance in determining 
the character of the government. 

§ 4. But the organisation of the trades or Arti is still 
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more important — in fact, the pivot on wliich. the con- 
stitation of 1267 tnmed. And as it is in this organisatioii 
and its representation in the government of the city that 
the distinctively medieval structure of the city first becomes 
prominent, I will dwell on it at more length. 

The origin of the industrial associations, called in Italy 
Arti, goes back, as we have seen, to the Homan times ; and 
doubtless in Florence they were effectively organised at an 
early pexicjd. Probably all that was done in A.n. 1266-1267 
was to give legal recognition — and perhaps greater fixity and 
order — ^to a constitution which had long been in existence and 
effective operation : and to give them formally an important, 
though still subordinate, place in the new govemmeutal 
structure. The chief governing organs of these trade 
associations — the Qapitudini delle Arti — sat ex-offiaio in 
the special or privy council of the Oafitano del Popolo, as 
wed as in the general council. 

The Arti thus recognised were seven — known as 
Maggiori Arti. One of these, the “judges and notaries,” 
stands apart from the others as not being prirnd Jade 
commercial: — it is to be observed, ho\Yever, that the pro- 
vision of good judges and notaries was considered in Italy 
to be of great importance for commercial prosperity, for 
the decision of commercial disputes, the framing, revising, 
and enforcing of the statutes of the corporation, drawing 
up contracts, etc. The other sis Arii represent the leading 
branches of foreign trade in Florence. The first place, at this 
time, belonged to the Arte di Galimaltti the trade of refining 
and dyeing foreign cloth, and the Arte della Lana^ which 
dealt in home-made cloth. Owing to the original inferiority 
of Italian wool, and the superiority of Italian taste, the pros- 
perity of the Galimala came first ; afterwards, as successful 
efforts were made to improve the raw' material in Italy, the 
manufacture of home-made wool became more important. 
Along with these two, the Arte del Gandno, bankerB and 
exchangers, held the first rank. Next came the Arte della 
Seta, dealers in silk, which grew in importance latex. The 
next, Mediei, or "'physicians,'’ seema at first si^t pro- 
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fessional ratlier than commercial ; but in fact the medici 
were dealers in drugs as well as medical advicoj and along 
with Spezialif dealers in spices^ represented a not unimportant 
branch of oriental trade. The list is closed by dealers in fur. 

These associations taken together — more than one of 
them comprehending several allied branches of industry — 
come forward as the natural leaders of the industrial popu- 
lation of the city ; and doubtless at this time are so re- 
garded by the lesser Art% which, in the course of the next 
generation, acquire legal organisation, and later, political 
recognition. The names of these — ^Jinen-drapers, shoemakers, 
smiths, provision - dealers, butchers, vintners, innkeepers, 
harness - makers, curriers, armourers, locksmiths, masons, 
carpenters, bakers — sufBciently explain the distinction. The 
lesser arts are almost exclusively concerned with the 
iaternal retail exchange of commodities and services, and 
have accordingly a restricted sphere of hushiess interests 
in contrast with the greater arts. These being engaged in 
commerce extended widely from West to East, became 
naturally famihar with, and keenly concerned about, the 
external political relations of the city, which, of course, 
they directed largely on commercial principles. 

To give an idea of the organisation of these Art% I will 
take the one which at this time held the leading position — 
the Arte di Galimala. .Every six months the heads of ware- 
houses and shops met and chose electors, who elected four 
ConsoU, who governed the Arte with the aid of a chancellor 
{ca'meflingo)^ a notary who looked after the exact observance 
of the statutes and often made speeches at the meetings on 
behah of the consuls, a special council of twelve, and a 
somewhat larger general councih The consuls iospected the 
shops and warehouses, and punished adulteration, bad quality 
of wares, short measure, and careless book-keeping, with 
fines, and, as ultimate sanction, exclusion from the Arte.^ 
The consuls of the seven greater Arts — called Qapitudini 


^ They had also oonsdli abroad to look after the interests of membeis 
of the the institution of consuls in modem states is lineally descended 
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delle Arte — are, as I liave said, in 1267 formally included, 
in the special ox privy council of the Gajdtano del Popoloj 
which indeed is called coymglio sjpedale e delle caintudini, 

§ 5. It will be seen that in the strangely elaborated con^ 
stitution just described, the nobles have but a small share, 
and the importance of the heads of the Arti in the councils 
was doubtless great. In fact, the Art% greater and lesser, 
were, for political purposes, the Pofoh. But their prepon- 
derance is* markedly increased fifteen years later (a.b* 1282) 
when the chief executive government is placed in tlie hands 
of six Priori^ elected for periods of two months, one from 
each of six greater arts. The seventh, judges and notaries, 
is omitted as having enough political infiuonce from the 
nature of their calling ; as we saw, the notary is an im- 
portant official in each Arte. Thus eligibility to the chief 
executive is made dependent on membership of one of these 
organised trades ; nobles who wish to be elected have to 
enrol themselves in one or other of tlie six Arti. 

We have now, it seems, an industrial oligarchy formally 
estabhshed. But as yet it is a natural oligarchy ; there 
does not seem to be as yet any complaint of exclusiveness 
in the greater Arti. They are the natural leaders of the 
Popoh ] ' and all the greater and lesser, appear in the 
thirteenth century to be still united against the nobles, 
somewhat as in England the urban capitalist and the 
artisan were united against the territorial aristocracy, in 
the struggle against the Com Laws in the early part of the 
nineteenth century. This is shown eleven to thirteen years 
later — in A,X). 1293-1295 — when the tables are turned 
still further on the nobles, and the most noble families in 
Florence are formally made ineligible to the office of Prior, 
We find that the Priori are then elected by the presidents of 
twelve Arti and other mpientes et boni dri artifimj members 
of Artiy drawn from different quarters. Indeed, some of the 
lesser Arti appear to have taken a prominent part in the 
popular movement of this date ; and all the twenty-one 
Arti, greater and lesser together, pledged themselves to main- 
t in the most remarkable innovation of this time, namely 
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the Ordinances of Justice/’ directed specially against the 
nobles. On these I propose to dwell for a moment^ as they 
show in a very strikiiig manner the difEculties with which 
the liaUan cities had to contend in their endeavours to 
accomplish the elementary task of enforcing the observance 
of law and civil order on a nobility which aU the civilisa- 
tion attained by the end of the thirteenth century, in the 
centre of European civilisation, had left essentially barbaric. 

It is evident that, even in Hoxence, where the"^ industrial 
element had a specially full and prosperous development, even 
after it had enjoyed for nearly thirty years the political pre- 
dominance secured in 1267 and increased in 1282, in spite 
of the Podestdy of the Gapitano del Popolo, of ah attempts 
to organise the industrial element in self-defence — ^in spite 
of ah — ^the nobles, with their wealth, there prestige, their 
family ties and dependents, were able to defy the law to an 
extent intolerable to peaceful citizens, to overawe witnesses, 
rescue arrested criminals, and thus secure practical impunity 
for their habitual outrages. To put an end to this the new 
Ordinances were instituted and a new machinery for enforcing 
them. 

The chief features of the Ordinances were : (1) The 

family tie, which had been a support of lawlessness, was 
turned into a means of repression. If a member of a noble 
family — a family that had cavalieri among its members — 
committed an offence, his relatives were made responsible. 
It was further established that all Ghtandi, from the age 
of fifteen to seventy, had to appear annually before the 
PodestJi, and to give security for good behaviour ; in the 
case of minor acts of violence, the surety had to pay the 
fine and recoup himself from the offender’s goods. If a 
popolano should be killed or mortahy wounded by a grande^ 
it was the duty of the Podesth to behead the criminal, destroy 
his houses^ and confiscate his goods. (2) But the most 
startling measure was that adopted to meet the diffi culty 
of getting witnesses to acts of violence to come forward. 
It was ordained that common rumour, attested by two^ 

1 ^ fterw T d to tViT » 
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credible witnesses, should be sufficient to prove a crime 
against a noble. It would be difficult to defend this ; 
but the violence of the remedy proves the obstinacy of the 
disorder. Its application was limited by the proviso that 
if po'polani take part in the quarrels of gmnd% these ex- 
ceptional ordinances are no longer applicable. 

The new machinery was the appointment of a 
falonier of Justice, having at his command a body of 1000 
;2?opoZa7ii-*-afterwards increased to 4000 — Abound to appear 
in arms at the palace of the Signoria when called upon, or 
in case of uproar. The Gonfalonier has to support the 
Podesta in executing the ordinances ; or i£ the Podest&i 
and the OapUano del Popolo neglect their duty, he has to 
act in there place. The Gonfalonier formed, with the six 
Priors, the Signoria or chief executive government, and 
ultimately became its chief member. He was elected 
annually, and like the Priors, by the presidents of twelve 
Arti and other Artisans, drawn from the different quarters 
of the city. Only members of Arti were eligible, and nobles 
were excluded, even if enrolled in a company. 

Even these drastic ordinances did not attain their end at 
once. For half a century the nobles struggle against them ; 
and, in the feud between Whites ” and “ Blacks ” at the 
beginning of the fourteenth century, the nobles seem to be 
fighting quite in the old style. But the people stick to 
the Ordinances, so that they must have had some sub- 
stantial effect ; indeed, in 1338, Rome asks a copy of them 
from Florence. 

§ 6. Meanwhile, in A.n. 1323, an important change, 
specially interesting to the student who compares medieval 
Italian with ancient Greek pohties, takes place in the mode of 
election to magistracies — the partial introduction of the lot. 
Hitherto the Priori, while changed every two months, had 
been elected for every six months ; but this was thought 
to render candidatures, with accompanying intrigues, too 
frequent, and it was resolved to elect at once all the Priori 
for forty-two months ahead, i.e. for twenty-one changes, 
“ud oftarw^rdo d^ti=‘if’mi'ne the succa inu of thA two Tnonths’ 
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tenures by lot, no one being re-eligible -until tlie wliole 
number was ejdiausted. Tliis also liad ilie advantage — 
from a democratic point of view—of practically throwing 
open the post to a larger number of persons. The office of 
prior, in fact, would necessarily be held wifcMn three and a 
half years by 126 different persons, which must, one would 
think, be at any rate a considerable part of the whole number 
of persons who seemed to their fellow-citizens competent to 
fill it. And as the same method was extended to all the 
magistracies — which Sismondi estimate^ at 136 — it would 
certainly seem that an office of some sort would be almost a 
certainty to a respectable Ulorentine citizen, with leisure for 
pubhc affairs — ^for no office was paid, except those held 
by foreigners. Sismondi adds that “ almost all the free 
cities of Italy hastened to *adopt this innovation of the 
Florentines” ; ^ and says that the practice, in the early part 
of the nineteenth century, still survived in Lucca, and in the 
municipalities of Tuscany and of the States of the Church. 

In contemplating the number of her magistrates, we 
must bear in mind that Florence had become a large city 
in the &st half of the fourteenth century. Sismondi 
estimates that in A.n. 134:3 it had 150,000 inhabitants. 

Observe that, though the change in the mode of election 
thus described is democratic in the sense of opening to a 
larger number of persons the prospect of office, the persons 
choosing are still a select few, for the names to be drawn 
by lot are not elected by the citizens at large. At the 
same time, elaborate plans were adopted to prevent the 
exclusion of any really ehgible citizen* It may usefully 
illustrate the character of the fourteenth century pohty of 
Florence, if I follow the chronicler ^ in describing the pro- 
cedure adopted for electing the Priori and Gonfalonieri 
in 1328, when, after the death of the Duke of Calabria, 
who had for three years held the signory ” of Florence,^ 
a serious attempt was made to put the government on as 

^ Histoires des Re^uhliquea Italiennes^ Yol. y. oh. xxx, 

® GioY. Yillani, lib. x. ch. cviii, 

* ® I may remark incidentally that notliing shows so strikingly the diffi.- 
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broad a basis as possible, consistently with keeping the 
power in the hands of the Guelf party. The plan was as 
follows : — (1) The Priori, with the addition of two popolani 
from each quarter of the city, made a selection of the non- 
noble citizens of the Guelf party, over thirty years of age, 
qualified for the priorate. (2) The gonfalonieri delle com- 
pagnie (captains of militia companies), with two popolani 
added from each company, did the same. But this was 
not enough; the party organisation and the industrial 
organisation had also to assist in the selection, so (3) the 
capiiani of the Guelf party, with their council, also made 
their list ; and (4) also the cinque uficiali della mercatanzia 
(five trade officials), along with two consoU from each of 
the greater Arts. It is as if in England we had adopted 
the policy of having the Liberals always in power — as the 
Whigs were always in power under the two first Georges 
— and the ministry was chosen by the Cabinet, aided by a 
committee of the National Liberal Eederation and the 
delegates of the leading trades-unions. 

When the lists are made out, the final determination of 
persons eligible for the office of Prior during the next two 
years is made by secret baUot by a somewhat diflerently 
constituted body of persons, namely the Priori, the Twelve 
Buoni Uomini ‘‘ with whom they took counsel on important 
matters,'’ nineteen gonfalonieri delle compagnie, two consoli 
for each of the twelve greater Arti, and thirty-six persons 
added by the Priors and Buoni Uomini, six from each of the 
six quarters of the town. Sixty-eight votes were required 
for approval. Then the names of these approved persons 
were put in purses, one purse for each quarter of the town, 
from each of which a name was drawn by lot every two 
months ; each of those whose names were drawn was then 
Prior for the ensuing two months, subject to the prohibition 
preventing the same person being Prior within two years, 

cultieg under whicli republican independence was maintained in medieval 
Italy than that even Morence, its loading defender, should be from time to 
time obliged to accept temporarily a foreign lord. He was only accepted 
with careful reservation of the rights of municipal self-govemment ; still, 
that he should be accepted at all is a striking fact. 
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or two members of tbe same bouse bolding tbe office witbin 
tbe same sis montba, and two brothers, or father and son, 
within a year. Tbe Gonfalonieri and tbe Twelve Buoni 
JJomini were elected from similar bsts, and each Art elected 
its consuls in a similar manner. 

It is to be observed that at tbe same time (a.b. 1328) 
tbe before-mentioned compbcated system of coiincds was 
reduced to two — tbe council of tbe popolo, composed of 300 
Gruelf popolani, and tbe council of tbe ^ composed 

of 250 approved persons, nobles and popolani, Tbe aim 
was that all tbe great interests of tbe state might be 
somehow represented ; even tbe nobles having, in tbe council 
of tbe comune^ a representation designed to give them sub- 
stantial protection against class oppression. 

§ 7. But constitutions in these troublous times were 
brief in duration. Tbe union of feebng between tbe greater 
Arts representing tbe commercial element and tbe lesser 
Arts containing tbe artisan element, has been diminishing ; 
and tbe double discord, between gmndi and leading popolani 
on tbe one side, and tbe richer popolani and tbe ordinary 
artisans on tbe other, gives tbe opportunity for Tyxannis — 
to wbiob tbe cities north of tbe Apennines have by this time 
generally succumbed. When in September 1342 Walter de 
Biienne, Dube of Athens, made himself temporarily master 
of tbe city, it was a combination of tbe ancient nobibty and 
tbe lower class of artisans, which, in a disorderly Pmiamento^ 
acclaimed him lord of tbe city for bis lifetime. 

But in tbe July following all classes united to free 
Florence from the tyrant. A brief efEort was made to 
maintain this union by giving the nobles a share of the 
offices, and tbe ordinances against them were transiently 
suspended. But tbe enemy of tbe human race, as tbe 
chronicler puts it,^ stirred up pride and insolence in tbe 
nobles ; tbe people rebelled against their outrages, and 
forced them out of tbe chief magistracy; a brief armed 
struggle took place, and tbe nobility succumbed finally 
(a.i), 1343). As a class, tbe old nobility never compete 

^ G, Villani, lib. xa. fib. rix. 
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again for power. The Ordinances axe permanently re- 
established, but in a more equitable form ; the responsibility 
of kinsmen for a noble criminal was restricted to his nearest 
relatives. Also the notion of grande is changed ; a popolano 
guilty of certain crimes is declared a grande — ^with his 
family and Mn unless they deliver him up to justice ; on 
the other hand, a number of old noble families or individuals 
are as a favour declared pojpolani by public decree. 

A sinnlar plan under difierent names was adopted by 
other free republics of Tuscany — Siena, Pistoia, Lucca ; and 
generally in the cities that remain free the nobility is 
excluded from 'all the magistracies ; and in more than one 
a register of nobles is opened as at Florence, on which to 
inscribe by way of punishment the names of disturbers of 
the public peace, This is one of the most remarkable in- 
stitutions which medieval history shows us. 

To go back to Florence. The old nobihty having finally 
lost power, the question remains how, in an exclusively 
industrial government, power is to be divided between 
the plebeian oligarchs and the artisans organised in the 
lesser crafts. At first, after Am. 1343, it seems as if the 
latter would preponderate. Between A.n. 1328 and 1343 — 
especially in the struggles of a.d. 1342 and 1343 — a great 
stride has been made towards democracy. As the chron- 
icler says ; “ The people, having won its victory over the 
grandees . . . rose to great position and boldness and 
mastery, especially the middle class and the smaller artisans.” ^ 
On the whole, the government of the city f eU to the executives 
of the twenty-one AriL The old division into sis districts 
having become antiquated, the city was now divided into 
four quarters, and the number of Priori increased from six 
to eight, two from each quarter, making — ^with the Gon- 
falonier of Justice, now regarded as head of the government 
— ^an executive of nine ; and it was arranged that three out 
of the nine should be taken from the lesser Arts. As a 
matter of fact — as the chronicler goes on to say — the im- 
mediate result was that they got more than this proportion, 
^ G. Villaiu, Hb, xn. oh 
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especially as tlie proliibition against two members ol tlie 
same family being Prior within six months pressed harder 
on old families, whose ties of Irin were Icnown to remote 
degrees, than on new people who kept no account of cousin- 
ship. 

§ 8. But oligarchy, as we have before observed, usually 
dies hard. "V^en it was found, as we are told, that 
mean and ignorant persons obtained the olEce of prior,” ^ 
a reaction took place towards practical oligarch/, eEected 
in a rather peculiar way. I h ave described hqw the 
predominant Guelf party was organised as a GueK society 
with council and captains, and how later its captains con' 
stitutionally took part in framing the list of eligible citizens 
from whom magistrates were elected by lot. They had also 
an ofB-cer for the accusation of suspected imperialists ; and 
under their influence Ghibelins had been practically excluded 
from office for three-q^uaxters of a century (A.n. 1266-134:3). 
Soon after the change of 1313, however, it was believed or 
pretended that a lax selection of eligibles had admitted 
Ghibelins ; and tinder cover of zeal against this generally 
proscribed party, the Guelf society — ^in which such of the 
old nobles as were Gueh retained considerable influence, 
and coalesced with leading nohili popolaniy somewhat as 
in ancient Rome, to form a new group of oligarchical 
tendency — contrived to keep power in its hands for 
twenty years. They got a law passed which rendered every 
GMbelin who held office liable to punishment — capital 
or pecuniary, at the discretion of the magistrates ; while 
it gave the leaders of the Guelf society the function of 

warning ” suspected Ghibelins. By this imputation of 
Ghibehnisna they managed, from A.i>. 1358-1378, to scare 
from the offices not only GMbehns but any person opposed 
to the governing group. 

Hence discontent, leading to what is perhaps the most 
famous revolution of Rloxence, the revolution of the Gionvpi 
(a.d. 1378), which has a double historical interest — (1) 'be- 
cause it is the high-water mark of the democratic movement 
^ HaUam, MMU Ages, chap. m. TJart ii, p. 429. 
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in Florence, and (2) because here for the first time the move- 
ment goes beyond the limits of the regularly organised 
trades or crafts, and temporarily gives a share in govern- 
ment to a still lower stratum of the people. This stratum 
consists partly of groups of workers who had not obtained 
independent incorporation, but wore in a dependent rela- 
tion to one or other of the greater arts. Ifor example, the 
Arte di Lana, which I may perhaps translate by the familiar 
term ‘^Drapers* Company,” had wool-combers, dyers, and 
weavers in this way dependent on it, but included also 
unsldlled labourers, ciompi. 

It would take too long to follow the phases of the 
revolution. It is efiected by a combination of the per- 
secuted Ghibelins real or suspected, the lesser Arts and 
this lower stratum ; at a certain point the lower stratum 
gets the bit between its teeth and seems to carry all before 
it in a rush of popular excitement which reminds one of 
the Smeutes of the period after a.d. 1789. It temporarily 
gains the right of furnishing one-third of the executive of 
nine (the eight Priors and the Gonfalonier of Justice) ; but 
the wave of sedition dashes further ; there is a reaction, 
and the result is a constitution in which the lesser Arts pre- 
dominate. But this only lasts for three years ; in a.d. 1S82 
the nobili popolani regain power — ^the elective democratic 
movement is over.^ The minori Arti retain, it is true, 
one-fourth share of the magistracies ; but they cease to be 
genuine “ craft-guilds ” ; rich young men enter them, and 
they become passive instruments in the hands of a ruling 
oligarchy of capital. Indeed, fifty years later, the transi- 
tion by which the republic gradually passes into the 
practical monarchy of the Medici has popular support, just 
as the transition at the end of the Roman republic has. 

^ I have dwelt on Morence alone, to give as much clearness as possible 
to a brief narrative ; but similar temporary triumphs of the democracy of 
organised but inferior crafts appear in other cities — e.j7. Siena — about the 
same tune. 
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MEDIEVAL REPRESENTATIVE INSTITUTIONS'" 

§ 1. I NOW pass to describe briefly the origin and 
decline of the t 3 rpe of polity which tended to prevail in 
Western Europe in the later Middle Ages, intervening 
between the feudal or quasi - feudal conditions of the 
earlier Middle Ages — which, overlooldng minor variations, 
we may take as lasting from the tenth to the thirteenth 
century — and the predominance of pure monarchy in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, W e may call it 
‘‘ monarchy controlled by assemblies of estates/’ bearing 
in mind, as an essential characteristic, that these assemblies 
include, besides nobles and clergy, representatives of the 
cities. 

But before I enter on this description, I should like to 
draw attention to an important difference between ancient 
and modern poKtical ideas, on which what I have to say 
will throw light. Aristotle, in the passage already quoted, 
describing the functions of the deliberative body,i says 
nothing about taxation. The function of raising the funds 
necessary for pubhc objects seems to be regarded by him as 
so clearly secondary and subordinate that nothiog is said 
about it. On the other hand, in Locke’s famous Treatise 
on Civil Government (a.d. 1690) the question who is to de- 
termine taxation seems to be even more fundamental than 
the question who is to determine legislation. Locke is 
willing to admit that a people may hand over to an 
absolute monarch the function of making laws, subject only 
to the vague condition that the laws must be designed for 

1 See Lecture xn. p. 174, 
q02 
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the good of the people; but he will not admit that they 
can ever be held to have similarly handed over to any 
government the right to raise taxes on the property of 
the people, without the consent of the people, given by 
themselves, or their deputies.” ^ And this view — startling 
as it is from the point of view of recent, no less than of 
ancient political theory — corresponds to the prominence 
which the question of finance historically occupies in the 
constituti(Jnal struggles of the seventeenth centiiry. 

This difference between ancient and modern political 
ideas is due, I think, to the manner in which modern 
polity grew gradually out of feudal conditions. In the 
taxation proper has no plages thg wag is 
con^geived to defray the expenses of his kingdom frpm 
the resources ,oi his dopaain, and the feudal services, dues, 
and occasional aids ” rendered by his vassals. Then, as 
the expenditure of the Crown increases, especially from 
the superior utility of paid professional soldiers in war, the 
monarch's need of getting money conflicts with the estab- 
lished habit among bis vassals of paying as a matter of 
right and duty only fixed rents and dues, or commuta- 
tions for services. As Hallam says of the King of France, 
when the period of assemblies begins : “ There was one 

essential privilege which ” the monarch, in spite of in- 
creased power, could not hope to overturn hy force, the 
immunity from taxation enjoyed by his barons ; ” ^ 
may add, that the security from arbitrary increase of annual 
payments, given by their charters to the enfranchised towns, 
could not be simply ignored. From the monarch's point 
of view, then, the institution of general assernhlies was 
important as a means of overcoming the obstacles thus 
placed in the way of his finance. 

§ 2. It is fundamentally important that the stage of 
medieval political development in which assemblies partly 
representative become important organs of governmental 
control, was preceded and partly caused by the development 


^ Treatise on Givil Government, ch, xi. § 142. 
2 Middle Ages, ch. n, pt, u. p. 223. 
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■within the country - state of city - communities with an 
independence rivalling that of the feudal lords, but in- 
ternally organised, as we have seen, on principles quite 
unlike the feudal — essentially industrial — ^with more or less 
tendency for some TSSe'Tjo a semi-democratic constitution. 
It is owing to this development that the assemblies when 
; formed are not merely assemblies of nobles — fighters and 
J clergy— hijJ^^^dude representatives of the growing industrial 
1 element of society ; and it is this inclusion of am industrial 
'element that most definitely marks these assemblies as 
^expressing a new stage in the development of the nation. 

For the feudal element of these assemblies is not novel ; 
it is only a later form of the assembly of the monarch’s 
immediate vassals which, under the name of “ royal court ” 
or “ council,” is a Imown and familiar organ of government 
in the feudal period, though the degree of regularity 'with 
which it performs its functions is very various. It repre- 
sents the council of chiefs in the primitive polity ; it is 
called together to advise the Idng on questions of peace 
and war, give important judicial decisions, and regulate 
the occasional war taxes (*' aids ”) which in feudal times 
were almost the only distinctly public form p£ taxation. 
If this alone had continued to give advice to the 
monarch and consent to the laws and the taxes, even 
if such councils had become more regular, they would 
merely have continued the struggle between monarchy and 
oligarchy of wHbh I., have abeady spoken as characterising 
the earlier Middle Ages. But by the introduction of the 
cities a more democratic element comes in to the meetings 
of estates ” which partly aid, partly control monarchy from 
the end of the thbteenth century onwards. 

The formation of these assemblies is a sign and ex- 
pression of the growing coherence of the nation ; this is 
a statement that may be made about them all. But as 
to the causes that mainly led to them, it is, I think, 
difficult to make any statement that is clearly applicable 
to aU cases. Sometimes the impulse to then formation 
seems to proceed entbely or mainly from above, and to 
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Ibe due to considerations oi policy^ mainl}'- ol finance^ on 
tlie part of the monarch ; sometimes, again, it seems to 
come from below, and to be a more comprehensive and 
impressive result of a spontaneous movemont of voluntary 
association among persons and bodies in the same social 
condition \Yhich characterises the later period of the Middle 
Ages ; often, of course, both.gguses blend. 

Now one 'might perhaps have expected that where the 
movement, that gives deputies of the third estate seats 
beside barons and prelates comes from below rather than 
from above, it would be most lilrely to develop into stable 
and permanent constitutional government. But the fact 
is otherwise. It is in Germany that we see the force of 
spontaneous association woxMng most clearly and im- 
pressively ; it is (e.^.) in Germany that the famous voluntary 
leagues of cities are formed — especially the Hanseatic league, 
a most striding instance of the strength and practical in- 
dependence given by the spontaneous confederation of 
elements that individually remain in formal political de- 
pendence. iD, the unions formed by German 

traders in ^foreign countries — ^England, Flanders, Scandinavia, 
Eussia — ^for the protection of their common inteIests^ and 
in smaller unions for diFerent objects among the trading 
cities of North Germany, we find at lengtlt, in the middle 
of the fourteenth century^ a great 'union of North German 
towns, under the nanio of Hansa^ governed hy the resolu- 
tions passed at meetings of the deputies of the several 
towns, and having for its prhn^ry aims the security of 
the sea and land routes, the settlement by arbitration of 
disputes between > cities . that are members of it, and the 
acquirement and maintenance of trading privileges in foreign 
lands. In A.n. lS67^1sT6'^t wages war successfully and 
gloriously against the Scandinavian Idngdoms ; and it main- 
tains a vigorous hfe for a long subsequent period, controls 
the internal polity of the cities composing it, and even — 
when the Eeformation comes — concerns itself with religious 
intexeBts, And this is only one among several instances 
of confederation of German cities in the later ‘^Middle Ages, 
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after tlie deolme of Imperial power had sot in. Nor it 
only in the case of cities that this spontaneous tendency to 
unite for the defence of common interests is exhibited in 
Germany ; the nobility, especially the lesser nobility, 
similarly iinTCe “In ’ brotherhoods for the defence of their 
rights" and ptiyileges ; the moyement eyen reached the 
peasants, though only imperfectly and transiently except 
in the famous case of the Swiss. Finally, it is especially 
in Germany that in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries 
— the period of medieyal parhaments — the force of 
voluntary combination is manifested, unitiug nobles and 
clergy, knights and citizens into more comprehensive unions 
for protection against the oppression of the princes. Yet 
in Germany this medieval system of meetings of estates 
loses force, and even when it survives in the seventeenth 
and eighteenth centuries, can oher no efCective resistance 
to the predominant absolutism.^ 

In England, on the other hand, where the transition 
from the medieval to the modern parhament is gradual 
and unbroken, there is no such spontaneous impulse to 
association manifested by "the ' cities ; they are at first 
called in irregularly by the baronage, cluefly it would 
seem for moral support, and in order to giye^ the^ barons’ 
struggle with the king a more impressive air of being a 
natipunl_^stru ; and' they are afterwards' summoned 
regularly, chiefly for the greater convenience of getting 
money for the financial needs of the king by negotiating 
with the cities in the aggregate, through their delegates, 
rather than negotiating with them separately. In Spain, 
where these assembhes appear earlier, Prescott says that it 
is now too late to inquire '' whether the convocation of the 
third estate to the national councils proceeded from pohtic 
calculation in the sovereign, or was in a manner forced on 
him by the growing power and importance of the cities.” ^ 
But in France, as in England, it is evident that the im- 
pulse proceeds primarily from above ; though the assembly 

^ See below, LeeUire xxm p 336 

^ Mutory of Pirdinand and Isabella (in a footnote to the Introduction). 
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thus called into being in France shows before long a dis- 
position to grasp the rcms of power when the monarches 
rule appears feeble and unsuccessful. 

§ 3. Before I go on to analyse the exceptional conditions 
which led to the completer and more successful develop- 
ments of these medieval representative institutions in 
England, let ns examine — by way of contrast — ^thc case of 
France ; partly because, when the period of pure monarchy 
succeeds this generally transient period of representative 
institutions, it is in Fiance that it appears most splendid 
and impressive. 

We may begin by noting that, as Guizot points out/ 
when the tiers etat begins to play an important part in 
the medieval history of France, the independence of the 
towns is no longer what it was ; as the power of the 
Crown grows, extensively and intensively — the lawyers 
aiding it — and with it the internal order and coherence of 
the realm, the administrative independence, and especially 
the semi-sovereign powers acquired by some cities, are 
gradually reduced or abolished as incompatible with the 
coherent order which is the lawyer's ideal and which is 
also, so long as it is established by estimating the pre- 
dominance of the Crown, naturally the aim of the monarch’s 
ambition. This process is going on during a great part of 
the thirteenth century, though it continues for two centuries 
more; but it is not till the beginning of the fourteenth 
century that the representatives of the citi^ axe summoned 
to form a '' third order ” in the assembly of the “ estates- 
general,” and it is not till the middle of the same century 
that this third order becomes seh-assextive and aggressive. 
The. explanation is, I conceive, that the Crown, though it 
aimed steadily at stripping the towns of quasi-sovereign 
powers, was not afraid of them, not in conscious rivalry with 
them, as it was with feudal nobles and clergy ; and it was 
an important gain for the Crown, in its general anti-feudal 
policy, to enter into direct relations with the towns not 
only in the royal domain, hut in the realm at large. 

^ H^sioire de la civilisation en Prance^ Leot. xix. 
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In tTie fliBt meeting of the estates-general in a.d. 1302, 
object seems to have been primaxily to demon- 
strate that he had the support of his whole Idngclom in 
his contest with the pope. But, as 1 have said, another 
very important motive — and on the whole, I think, the 
most important motive in France as in England, though 
its importance may not have been recognised at the time — 
was the desire to get money more easily. The general 
assembly facilitated the financial arrangements 'which the 
Mng would otherwise have had to make with his vassals 
individually ; he probably expected, as he actually foimd, 
that the deputies of the towns would be more easily induced 
to lend him pecuniaxy aid, so that their presence along 
with the feudal nobles would render the whole process of 
getting money less dif&cult. But this expedient, however 
attractive, could not he tried without a certain danger to 
monarchy ; the danger that the greater opportunity of 
combination thus given to the representatives would lead 
them to assume governmental power, and interfere in legis- 
lation and administration, whenever the monarchy was weak. 
And this in fact took place in Exance in A.n, X357, in the 
dark hour of disaster after the battle of Poitiers ; when it 
is to be noted that the movement of reform, or one may 
say of revolution, is made by the citmens chiefly, led by 
the representatives of the merchants of Patis^ A similar 
movement — also led by the urban element — ^was^m^e in 
A.n. 1413 when the country was torn by the .violence of 
conflicting factions. 

But the want of union among the different estates — 
especially between citizens and nobles — sufficed to prevent 
these spasmodic attempts at popular control from haviag 
permanent effects. One cause of this want of union lay 
in the exemption of the nobles and clergy from the taille 
or land tax imposed on the non-nobles. The principle was ' 
1 adopted that the clergy pay with theic piay'ef S", “tE^^oBiIBy 
. with their swor(Js> and the people with their mpj^^y J^-r^at 
,any rate so far as the normal burdens of taxation were 
concerned. The privileged classes beiug thus in the main 
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detached from interest in the financial question discussed 
with the estates-general, the bourgeoisie were in the long 
run too weak to struggle singlehanded with the monarchy. 
The tui’ning-point of this struggle — considering the funda- 
mental importance of finance — came in a . d . 1439 when the 
estates consented, or were successfully understood tp consent 
to the taille perpStuelle, The principle that the consent of 
the estates was necessary to legitimate taxation was not 
indeed expressly given up ; indeed, it is asserted hah a 
century later in a . d . 1484, and more regular assemblies 
every two years are demanded. The Crown promises what 
is asked — and caUs no more assemblies but collects the 
taxes as before ! 

It would take too long to follow the history of the 
various assemblies of estates-general, and estates-provincial, 
iu France. They constitute an important and influential 
organ for the expression of popular wishes, from which the 
govemmeut when wise obtains valuable advice and suggestion. 
But one may say generally that the want of union among 
the difierent classes represented is the main cause that pre- 
vents the composite assembly from obtaining an important 
and permanent share of governmental power. This fateful 
disunion between nobles and commoners was strikingly 
manifested at the meeting of estates-general in a . d . 1614, 
when the nobles make formal complaint to the king that an 
orator of the third estate has compared the three orders — 
nobles, clergy, and commons — ^to three brothers of the same 
family. The third estate only claimed to be a younger 
brother ; but the nobles would not admit even that degree 
of fraternity. When the three estates next met in a . d . 1789 
— a century and three-quarters later — ^the youngest brother, 
as sometimes happens in families, had grown to be the 
strongest, and he made his strength felt. 

A similar cause produced similar effects in Spain, 
where the representation of cities in the national assembhes 
had been introduced as early as the twelfth century, and 
where — ^both in Aragon and in Castile — ^the control of these 
assembhes over the Crown appeared for a long time much 
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more firmly established and regular than in Prance, and 
seemed up to the fifteenth century, to have more prospect 
of developing into regular, constitutional government. But 
here too the strength of the monarchy lay in the absence 
of union among its competitors for power, and the ■willing- 
ness of these competitors to accept privileges at the expense 
of their fellows. Thus the force of the representation of 
the towns of Castile was weakened by the bold diminution 
in its numbers which the Crown efiected in the'^fouxteenth 
century, when the number of cities returning deputies was re- 
duced to eighteen ; at which number it remained with slight 
variations — the privileged cities resisting any attempt to 
inorease it. Here too the nobility claim that their personal 
military service exempts them from taxation ; and it is 
the division thus established between nobles and citizens 
that makes the transition to absolutism so easy in the 
sixteenth century. 

The Parliaments of the Scandinavian Idngdoms had a 
more solid popular structure — including representatives of 
peasants as weU as of nobles and cities ; indeed, Sweden 
furnishes an instance of elective parliamentary power even 
in the eighteenth century. Still, we may observe that the 
coup (L^Mat which turns the government of Denmark into a 
pure monarchy in a.d, 1660 turns on the same separation 
of financial interest ; the burghers are irritated by the 
refusal of the nobles to be taxed when they reside on their 
estates, and their irritation, skilfully fanned by the king, pro- 
duces a popular revolution that has as its result absolute 
monarchy, 

§ 4. If, then, we ask why in England alone among the 
larger states of Western Europe the medieval assemblies of 
estates have led by a continuous process to modern parlia- 
mentary government, the main answer, I think, must be that 
the cause which produced failure elsewhere — ^the want of 
union among different sections and classes — was far less 
operative in England. I do not say that the England of 
the fifteenth century is free from provincial jealousies or 
class jealousies, but they have far leas efiect here than else- 



XXI MnDij£VAL REPRESENTATIVE INSTITUTIONS sn 


I where. Of this I think there were two chief causes : the 
ii^^arity pf BngUpd and the strong goveinnient of the 
^Normap Idng^. 

I incline to believe that insularity, with its marked 
boundaries, rendered unity of national sentiment easier 
from its direct efiect on the imagination, people outside 
the island being palpably foreigners. Hence the remark- 
ably complete — and under the circumstances rapid — fusion 
between iSie Norman conquerors and the conquered English. 
If we may trust the Bialogus de ScaccanOj it was practi- 
cally complete in one and a half centuries. Another perhaps 
more important effect of insularity lay in the comparatively 
peaceful conditions it secured, through the long absence of 
serious fear of invasion. Erom this cause militancy as 
Mr. Herbert Spencer would say, was less preponderant than 
on the Continent. There had always been in England, to 
an important extent, land held on non-military teniue, 
“ free socage,” side by side with land held on military 
tenure ; and through the comparatively peaceful conditions 
due to insularity, the more peaceful element of the landed 
proprietary tended to absorb the other. The Crown had 
to defend its possessions on the Continent, but the duty 
of serving beyond sea in these wars gradually came to be 
felt as a burden — knights were glad to escape it by 
“ scutage.” But when this transformation of the burden 
into a pecuniary one has been efiected, the pecuniary 
obligations of Icoighthood are felt to be oppressive, and we 
find in the thirteenth century that it has to be imposed 
compulsorily. Thus the distinction between the military 
and the non-military element among the smaller landed 
proprietors naturally tends to be effaced ; and the union 
of the rural gentry and the city-merchants into a strong 
and spirited body of commons ” becomes easier. 

The other important cause of the greater internal 
cohesion of English society is the predominance and vigour 
of the monarchy founded by William the Conqueror. 
Eendalism in a sense was intxodneed by WiUiam, but the 
main political effects of feudalism — ^the disintegration of 
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governmental power— were carefully excluded- His strong 
iand and skilful pokey prevented tke followers witK whom 
lie divided the spoil from attaining anything like the 
independetLce of Hrench and German feudatories. Thus 
we saw ^ that in England the principle was maintained, at 
any rate in theory and form, that direct allegiance to the 
king was due not only from his immediate vassals, but 
from the vassals of those vassals. And in liberally dis- 
tributing the plunder of English land, William took care 
to give it in a scattered form, so that, as far as possible, no 
powerful noble should have too great a preponderance 
in any one region. Except in the counties palatine of 
Chester and Durham, charged with military defence against 
the Welsh and Scotch, the ad33adnistrative system prevented 
large power from being placed in the hands of any great 
nobles. 

Again, efiective control over the local administration of 
instioe is maintained in England from the twelfth century 
by itinerant justices ; and this royal justice by subordinating 
local customs increases the homogeneity of the people, which, 
it must be xemembexed, had been great in pre-Norman 
times compared to the Continent. From Henry II. on- 
ward, with inconsiderable exceptions, England has only 
one common law. And further, when representative in- 
stitutions begin, there is nothing in England corresponding 
to “ provincial estates,” only one parliament. 

Again, the cohesion of classes in England was aided by 
the pecuhar English view of nobility as a quality which 
did not descend to younger sons. This seems to be partly 
due to the fact that the House of Lords ^ — ^the “ great council 

^ Lecbiire siv. p. 206. 

“ Under the influence of feudalism, introduced by William, the National 
Council — of which the democratic element had vanished long before the 
Norman Conquest — ^waa almost insensibly changed from the assembly of the 
wise men into the king’s court of feudal vassals (Stubbs, Select Charters j 
p 15) and practically of the greater barons, though all military tenants-in- 
ohief had a constitutional right to attend. Thus, so far as parliamentary 
development is continuous, it is the House of Lords that represents the old 

♦I'n 1 PouTiriL 
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of the realm ” — ^ls ia use as a normal element of our strong 
centralised Norman government, in a degree unparalleled 
in continental states. The Norman king is not afraid of 
opposition to his measures from his councU of lords ; what 
he does fear is local resistance to them ; and that the assent 
of the council tends to prevent. Hence the distinction 
between barons individually summoned to the council and 
those not summoned becomes more marked in England than 
elsewhere?, and those not summoned hlend with the smaller 
vassals of the Crown ultimately into gentry. 

Thus we have a strong monarchy, a relatively feeble 
nobility, and a homogeneous and united people. Hence the 
nobihty, when driven to resist the tyranny of the Crown, 
is naturally led to strengthen itself by alliance with other 
classes that feel this oppression.^ And the union is facilitated 
by the fact that the development of cities in England shows 
no such struggles between citizens and feudal nobles as we 
often meet with in continental history. It is to be borne in 
mind that England was preponderantly an agricultural and 
pastoral country in this age — ^but such large towns as there 
were, mostly depending directly from the king, had not in 
their history any such memories of long, bitter, violent 
quarrels with the nobility such as elsewhere tended to pre- 
vent union. And the vigorous centralised administration, 
subjecting, as it did, the inhabitants of the smaller towns to 
the county authorities for various purposes, acoustomed the 
rural and urban elements to common action. 

Thus the exceptional vigour of the monarchy in the 
century and a haH after the Norman Conquest, co-operating 
with other causes to produce an exceptional capacity for 
combination among the elements of English society, is a 
main cause of the exceptional strength of the Parliament that 
becomes a regular part of the government at the beginning 

1 Thus it was the barons who extorted Magna Oarta from John in a.d. 
1215. But the barons lean on the people, and Magna Oarta is not framed in 
the interests of an oligarchy in a bad sense. It aims at securing freedom 
from arbitrary taxation, at least for all free landholders, and from arbitrary 
imprisonment and punishment for aU freemen. 
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of the fouxteentli century. Here, as elsewhere, the oppor- 
tuidty of Parliament lies in the financial need of the Crown ; 
hut through the firmer cohesion of the representative ele- 
naenta in Parliament^ the opportunity is used hero with 
more steady resolution than in most other .countries ; and 
before the end of the fourteenth century the weighty prin- 
ciples are established that new taxation^ is illegal without 
the consent of Parliament ; that legislation requires the 
concurrence of the two Houses ; ^ that the Comnnons may 
inquire into and claim amendment of the abuses of the 
adnoinistration. It was also established, though less clearly 
and completely, that the rights and hberties of Englishmen 
could not be legitimately invaded or altered by any mere 
command or ordinance of the monarch. 

These principles strike root deeply in the political con- 
sciousness of England, so that even when after the Wars of 
the Poses the spirit of Parliament temporarily declines and 
the Crown becomes practically predominant, it does not 
openly dispute and override the traditional rights of Par- 

^ Tte principle of representation is not to te found in Magna Oai'ta, but, 
so far as free landholders go, it was gradually introduced, lajgcly, I aupposo, 
with. Hallam and !Freeman, as a convenient way of obtaining money. It was 
not indeed for Snaneial reasons that representatives of the cities were first 
summoned to Parliament by Simon de Montf ort in A.n. 1265. S till financial 
reasons operated to mate this regular, and to bring about the first complete 
representation of three estates in Edward I,’s reign in A.p. 1295 ; soon after 
which (a»d. 1297) the necessity of the assent of Parliament to the imposition 
of new taxation is formally acknowledged. At first Parliament has three 
estates, and knights vote and tax themselves separately from burgesses ; but 
the clergy cease to attend in the fourteenth century — ^preferring to assemble 
separately in convocation — and knights blend with burgesses. But we may 
note that in the fifteenth century the electorate heoomes less popular — the 
limitation of “ forty -shillmg freeholders in a.d. 1429 disfranchising a con- 
siderable number. Also in many boroughs the municipal governing body 
^ becomes co -optative and usurps the right of electing representatives. This 
phenomenon is similar to what We have noticed in tho more independent 
city-communities of Germany and Italy. 

^ With some doubt as to customs, which becomes very important after- 
wards, till finally settled by the Long Parliament. 

^ At first the usage is that new laws are made at the request of the 
Commons and with the assent of the Lords ; then gradually the petitions 
assume the form of complete statutes under the name of bills, it being found 
that the Crown did not always really oTiant what was petitioned. 
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liament. Tte Tudor monarchs have their way, and in 
certain directions encroach seriously on the tiaditional 
rights of Englishmen : but they have their way usually 
through the complaisance of Parliament, not by violating 
its constitutional rights. 



LECTURE XXII 


MOVEMENT TO ABSOLUTE MONAEOHY 

§ 1, Earlier in the course/ in comparing broadly the de- 
velopment of the country-state of Western Europe with 
that of the city-state of ancient Creece, I drew attention 
to one strongly-marked difference of this later evolution, 
when we view it in its strictly political aspect, concentrat- 
ing our attention on government and its form. This is 
the permanence of monarchy. Hereditary monarchy lives 
on through the stages of development, in which, never- 
theless, we can trace analogies to the difierent forms of 
government which succeed one another in the development 
of the city-state. It lives on through the stage that corre- 
sponds to that of the early oligarchies — the oligarchies of 
old families, in the city-states. Even in that period of the 
Middle Ages in which the turbulent nobles, as the historians 
call them, obscure the splendour and reduce the power of 
the monarchy ; in which we hear of dukes and counts or 
earls vying in power with the monarohs to whom they 
pay nominal obedience ; they never succeed in destroying, 
hardly ever desire to destroy the institution of hereditary 
monarchy. And monarchy hves stdl, in most European 
countries, in the democratic period through which we are 
now passing ; when in almost every civilised country at 
least a large share of legislative power is in the hands of 
representatives of the people, and in most such countries 
they have acquired an important amount of control over 
the administration of current affairs. And thus — as I 
pointed out — ^the period of approximately absolute mon- 

^ Lecture xm. p. 188. 
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archy wtich intervenes between the two, and which is 
predominant in most important European countries in the 
latter part of the seventeenth and till near the close of the 
eighteenth century, this period — ^though it has perhaps a 
certain analogy to the earher age of the tyrants in G-reek 
history — ^is not a period of irregular and lawless reversion 
to the rule of one, but of the predominance, gradual or 
sudden, of one element over others in the old estabhshed 
governmsnt. 

As I said, the main cause of this phenomenon is, in my 
view, the greater need in a country-state of the unity and 
concentration of power given by life-long headship, owing 
to the greater difficulty of maintaining national unity and 
political order in a people dispersed over so large a space. 
We see from the history of Erance and Germany that 
increase of the power of the leading nobles against the king 
may tend ultimately, not so much to the formation of a 
concentrated ohgarchical constitution, as to the breaking up 
of the state into parts ; and to the lawless oppression and 
disorderly feuds of individual nobles, as contrasted with 
the organised and quasi-legal oppression of class by class 
which the early oligarchy in Greece and Eome shows us. 
Hence so far as a national consciousness is developed in the 
country, it sustains the monarchy as a necessary bulwark 
against this disruption, and as civilisation grows, the in- 
creasing number of persons who wish to live in peaceful 
legal relations with their neighbours demand the aid of the 
long, and are prepared to render him their support, against 
lawlessness and disorder. 

But though this is the main cause, we also had to take 
into account the influence of ideas derived from the Roman 
Empire, transmitted in various ways — at first through the 
habits of obedience of the people conquered, then through 
the dignity and prestige of the ancient title when revived 
by Charles the Great a.d. 800 , then through the influence of 
the Church — ^though, as we have seen, this is of a chequered 
kind ; finally, through the iofluence of the lawyers. 

Throug(h the influence of these causes combined, mon- 
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arohy liolds its own througli tlie various shocks and vicissi- 
tudes which, it encounters during the long process of the 
Middle Ages and the period of religious strife that followed, 
and hy the beginning of the eighteenth century has ulti- 
mately prevailed on the whole, though not everywhere. 
In the ancient oligarchy of Venice, in the modern con- 
federacies of Holland and Switzerland the rej^ublican form 
of government is maintained. In England since A.n. 1689 
the monarchy has to govern face to face with a parliament 
— ^representing, in the main, a broad-bottomed oligarchy — 
whose supremacy in legislation and finance it had finally 
admitted ; and it only maintains its elective control of 
administration by the method which polite people caU in- 
fluence, and rude people corruption by places and pensions. 
In Sweden in the north, after a brief period of practically 
absolute monarchy, horn a.d. 1693-1718, the extravagant 
strain which had been put on the resources of the nation 
by the martial adventures of Charles XII. had caused a 
reaction towards the control of an assembly, which, as in 
England, was predominantly oligarchical, and which lasted 
more than fifty years (a.d. 1720-1773) ; while in the east 
the Pohsh nobihty had seemed their practical independence 
at once of monarchy and of order, and offered to the .con- 
temporary observer an interesting example of the worst 
land of oligarchy known to history. Still, these were 
all exceptions. Elsewhere in Romance and Germanic 
nations alike, in France, Spain, Portugal, the two Sicilies, 
in Denmark including Norway, in Austria and most 
of the smaller states in Germany and North Italy into 
which the Holy Roman Empire had practically resolved 
itself, the monarchical form of government is victorious. 

Accordingly, if in the midefle of the eighteenth century 
an impartial continental observer had retraced briefly the 
course of European history from the point of view from 
which I have tried to sketch it in these lectures, he would 
probably have regarded monarchy of the type called absolute ^ 

^ I have anowed myseli to use this term for brevity though as we shall see 
it reqxures qualification (see pp. 3B6-339). 
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as the final form of governmeni to which the long process 
oi formation of orderly country-states had led up ; and hy 
which the task of establishing and maintaining a civilised 
political order had been, on the whole^ successfully accom- 
plishedj after other modes of political construction had failed 
to realise it. 

Then just when, this monarchy seems most completely 
established, in the very country where it has been most 
splendid ^and triumphant — ^in France — ^there begins a move- 
ment of thought and opinion which gradually generates a 
passionate demand for liberty, equality and popular 
government, which first powerfully co-operates in the 
formation and determination of the destinies of the great 
federal repubhc in North America ; then, gaining strength 
with this success, overthrows the monarchy in France ; 
then further — ^in spite of the disillusionment caused by the 
sanguinary disasters that attend this overthrow, and the 
subsequent lapse into the military despotism of Napoleon, in 
spite of the reaction in other countries, supported by strong 
patriotic sentiment, against this aggressive Napoleonic des- 
potism and its revolutionary antecedents — ^the movement 
towards popular government revives, grows, and to a great 
extent attains its end all over the countries sharing West 
European civilisation. So that now, after the interval of a 
century and a half, absolute monarchy, instead of being the 
normal form of government in a civiUsed country-state, is 
commonly regarded as suited only for semi-civilised Russia, 
and unworthy of the advanced commuoities of Western 
Europe. 

In this and the following lectures I propose to consider 
these two movements towards so-called absolute monarchy, 
and from this to constitutional monarchy or republic. From 
one point of view — ^which is the ordinary one — they seem 
diametrically opposed to each other ; the one, speaking 
broadly, from hbeity to despotism, and the other from 
despotism to liberty. But this is only from on^ point of 
view ; from another point of view they are only two stages 
in a continuous process tending in one direction, namely, to the 
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realisation o£ tte modern conception of political society as 
contrasted with the medieval conception. For a complete 
and duly balanced view of the whole process it is necessary 
to consider it from both points of view. 

§ 2. But here, perhaps, I may instructively digress to answer 
a simple question suggested by what I have just said — ^to 
which, however, it is not easy to give a simple answer. I 
have spoken of medieval and modern conceptions of political 
society ; but where, it may be asked, does modei^;! history 
begin ? It is dilEcult to answer the question decisively, 
because the process of change from medieval to modern ideas 
and facts is gradual and continuous ; and there is a great 
difference of opinion as to where this date should be fixed, 

For example, Bluntschli^ fixes it as late as a.d. 1740. 
From the Reformation to about 1740, he says, we see in 
Europe generally the old age and decay of medievalism 
rather than the youthful characteristics of a modern era ; 
and it is not till about 1740 that we feel that a new time 
is coming. And I think there is some truth in this, and 
that it is only towards the middle of the eighteenth century 
that the West European monarch completes his change from 
an overgrown feudal lord to a modern absolute king. 

For it is noteworthy that, on the one hand, during the 
feudal and quasi-feudal period, the monarchy, as I have 
before said, is only half-feudal. On the other hand, relics 
of the feudal ideas appear to cling to monarchy after it has 
effectually suppressed feudalism. On the one hand, during 
the feudal period, the king, while the highest feudal lord, 
has, at the same time, relations other than feudal to the 
community as a whole and aU its members — ^relations due 
to a blending of old German and Roman imperial ideas — 
with perhaps a tinge of Asiatic monarchy derived from the 
Old Testament. On the other hand, when the feudal and 
quasi-feudal institutions have given way before the growth 
of the modem State, relics of the feudal confusion between 
public and private rights still cling round the monarch. He 
conceives himself to have a sort of ownership of the land 

^ Theory of the State, bk. i, ohap. v. 
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and its inhabitants, and to be something moxe than an 
official appointed to promote their well-being. France, for 
Louis XTV.j has become in its entirety the Idng’s domain. 
When, in a.d. 1710, he has a transient scruple about taxing 
his subjects, he is reassured by the reflection that he is the real 
owner of all their property. So again, though states cannot 
be divided hke properties among the children of the ruler, it 
still seems right that they should be united hke properties 
through marriage. So England gets plagued with Hanover, 
The idea that a monarch was doing nothing wrong by sending 
his subjects to fight in quarrels in which they had no 
interest belongs to the same survival. The change is 
gradual ; but, speaking broadly, I think we may put it, as 
Bluntschh puts it, at about the middle of the eighteenth 
century. It is about then that the leading West European 
monarohs begin to be generally regarded, and to definitely 
regard themselves, as pubhc functionaries in whose hands 
the power of the State is conceived to be concentrated for 
public ends. 

Still, I cannot regard this change in ideas and sentiments 
as so important as Bluntschh regards it ; it does not alter 
the distribution, nor materially aflect the ordinary exercise, 
of political power. Bhmtschh’s date, then, seems to me 
eccentrically late. 

On the other hand, it is rather common to make modern 
history begin with the fall of Constantinople in a,i>. 1453 ; and 
no doubt the year that saw the substitution of the Turks, as a 
first-class European power, for the ancient Homan Empire of 
the East, and at the same time, through the emigration of 
Greeks from Constantinople, saw a powerful impulse given 
to the revival of learning in Western Europe — ^this is a 
specially critical year in more than one way. And in fact 
the beginning of modern history may be properly put at 
different dates, according to the diflerent points of view taken. 

But for the purpose of the present course, the date just 
mentioned seems to me as much too early as Bluntschli’s is 
too late. Monarchy is at this time still struggling with 
feudahty, stiU hampered by medieval parliamentary insti- 
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tutions — assemblies of estates. In France, indeed, it is 
clearly gaming ground, and before the end of the fifteenth 
century its predominance is temporarily complete. And 
we observe a marked emergence of effective monaroha, a 
marked movement towards the predominance of monarchy, 
at the end of the fifteenth century, in France, England, 
and Spain alike. But the process is still incomplete. In 
France the power of the monarchy is reduced again by the 
struggle of the Keformation period — ^in the civil ptrife that 
repeatedly breaks out in the latter part of the sixteenth and 
first part of the seventeenth century we have not merely 
Protestantism struggling with Catholicism, but also the 
nobles struggling with the Crown ; the estates-genexal too 
again become transiently important. In England the Tudor 
rule carefully avoids the appearance of absolutism, preserving 
the formal control of Parhameut over legislation. In Spain, 
too, the parliamentary traditions are still strong ; and it is by 
skill rather than force that Ferdinand gets his way. Absolut- 
ism in Spain is not estabhshed till Philip II. (a.d. 1656- 
1595) ; and in France, the finally decisive work in esiablish- 
iug it has to be done in the seventeenth century by the great 
Richelieu, and, after him, by Mazarin. The final settlement of 
monarchy as completely victorious was after the struggles of 
the Fronde. This would bring it to the middle of the seven- 
teenth century, and this is the time in which, taldng Europe 
as a whole, the most decisive drift in this direction is felt. 

Thus it is in A.n. 1660, as I said before, that the most 
dramatic transition to absolutism that European history 
affords takes place in Denmark. The king overcomes the 
nobility by the aid of the burghers and the clergy, who 
are irritated by the refusal of the nobility to bear their 
due share of taxation ; and in A.n. 1665 he establishes 
a fundamental law, giving him and his heirs unlimited 
sovereignty. In Portugal, again, the final meeting of the 
Cortes — the medieval representative assembly — is in a.d. 
1674. And it is in the third quarter of the same century 
{a.d. 1650-1675) that the process is going on by which, in 
the rudiments of what is afterwards to be Pm — m 
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Brandenburg, and Cleve, and Preussen — tbe ** Great Elector ” 
is breaking tbe power of tbe assemblies of estates and sbaldng 
bis Idngly power free from tbeir financial control, in spite of 
stubborn resistance, at least in tbe case of Preussen. 

Accordingly, I am disposed, from tbe point of view of 
our present study, to answ^ tbe disputed question, ^ Where 
modern bistory begins,’ by placing its beginning in tbe 
middle of tbe seventeenth century — ^treating tbe period of 
tbe Benaibsance, and tbe period of tbe Reformation and tbe 
religious strife that followed, as constituting a long transi- 
tion between medieval and modem though b. By tbe 
middle of tbe seventeenth century the treaty of West- 
phalia (a.p. 1648) has closed tbe period of religious wars ; 
and then, or not long after, it is clear that in most West 
European states, monarchy is predominant over elements 
in tbe state that have struggled with it. It is decisively 
predominant over tbe successors of tbe great nobles, who in 
feudal ages bad so often rivalled tbe monarch in power and 
dignity. It is also finally predominant over tbe weakened 
ecclesiastical power of a divided Christendom — ^that power 
which, when Western Christendom was united, bad put 
forward such bigb-reaebing claims ; and which, in tbe great 
thirteenth century, seemed so near establishing tbe throne of 
the vicar of Christ above those of all secular kings and 
princes, with authority to depose them at its will. It has, 
to a great extent, absorbed under its rule tbe cities which 
bad, in various parts of Western Europe, achieved so high a 
degree of independence. And finally, it has in most cases 
become completely predominant over those representative 
assemblies which checked and balanced its power in the 
centuries of transition, when the West European states were 
growing out of the disintegration of feudalism, and growing 
towards the completer unity and order of the modern state. 
And thus, through the predominance of monarchy, states are 
finally constituted all over Western Europe, whose internal 
coherence, unity, and order contrast strikingly with the 
divided authority, doubtful cohesion, and imperfect order 
that cli«r‘’ct=^T‘isQ Tn^di(iYal institution ' 
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§ 3. Lei US look more closely at the transition, When we 
compare the pohtical and social relations of man in the 
Middle Ages cither with those that Graeco-Roman history 
shows us, or with those of the period that I distinguish as 
modern, we find them characterised by a singular combination 
of legality and illegality. They are characterised by formal 
legality because every one has rights ; this is the great 
advance that has been made on the civilisation of the ancient 
repubhcs, with its large class of slaves, legally thee: masters’ 
chattels ; from the king on his throne to the serf who 
turns the clod every medieval class has important rights 
secured by law and custom. But again, the medieval state 
is characterised by actual illegahty, because no one can be 
adequately sure of getting his rights. When a dispute 
arises as to rights — which, from their bewildering variety, 
complexity, and fluctuation, is a highly probable event, — or 
when they are openly overridden by high-handed aggression, 
there is no central supreme power in the State which can 
determine the dispute with absolute decisiveness, and can 
bring the organised physical force of the community with 
irresistible weight to crush any openly recalcitrant indi- 
vidual or group of individuals. 

Now, a power of this land is assumed as essential in the 
generally accepted theory of the modern state. It is, in- 
deed, implied in the very definition of a pohtical community 
commonly received. In all modem discussion as to the best 
manner of determining the appointment, functions, mutual 
relations of legislative, executive, and judicial organs of 
government, it is assumed that, whatever diflerence there 
may be between different forms of government, there will 
be some power somewhere that can finally determine what 
the law is, can get it decisively applied to the settlement of 
any particular dispute that may arise, and can effectively 
enforce it. This assumption is not, indeed, completely 
reahsed throughout the whole system of West European 
states ; but though it is not realised completely, it is so 
approximately. The element of romantic interest which 
medieval society derives from the fact that individuals and 
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classes must be prepared to fight for their own rights if 
tlicy wish to enjoy them, is, speaking broadly, absent from 
modern pohtical society in its ordinary condition. 

It is from, this point of ^iew that the transition to 
absolute monarchy is, when we now look back upon it, seen 
to be a stage in the direction in which the constitutional 
monarchy of the nineteenth century is a further stage. The 
triumph of monarchy represents the first introduction of 
approximately complete unity and order, by the effective 
subordination of all other authority in the state to the 
authority of the monarch. And the fact that this is so is, 
as I have said, a main part of the explanation why the 
change comes about. As the slow process of civilisation 
goes on, the need of more perfect order is keenly felt, and the 
completer repression of the anarchical resistance of powerful 
individuals or groups has consequently more and more the 
support of public opinion. The sentiment of national unity 
grows, and with it a sense of the importance of making this 
unity more complete, with a view not only to internal order, 
but to strength in struggles with foreign nations. Hence, 
anything that tends to keep up imperium in imperio 
within the nation, is viewed with aversion and distrust by 
this patriotic sentiment, which, consequently, gives power- 
ful support to the monarch in his conflict with all such 
anarchical forces and tendencies. 

These forces are various and changeful, and hence the 
struggle towards completer order on the basis of monarchy 
is prolonged, and in most cases has marked fl:uGtuations. 
Monarchy gains ground under a strong king, mostly by slow 
degrees, and then seems to lose it again under a weak one, some- 
times with a sudden collapse. Nor is it always the monarch 
who wins in the struggle — for example, in the Bomano- 
Germanic Empire. But though the monarch does not him- 
self triumph, the monarchical form does, in the main, even in 
Germany, the princes becoming practically monarcha. The 
monarch, as we have seen, has to struggle in turn with each 
of the different elements of the nation : sometimes with 
nobles, sometimes with towns, sometimes with religious 
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boclies ; and in each case tlie struggle takes varying forms 
in different ages and countries. Sometimes tlio powerful 
nobles represent otker families of ancient prestige and large 
domains rivalling the monarches. Then, wlien these arc 
brought under, the struggle sometimes recommences — e.g. in 
the case of France — with the younger branches of the royal 
family itself, whom the hereditary monarchs have made rich 
and powerful. In the earlier feudal times the struggle is 
usually with powerful individual feudatories, then later, 
when the tendency to combination has grown, it is with 
leagues and associations of nobles, or perhaps, as in Germany, 
leagues of towns. So, again, the conflict with ecclesias- 
tical organisations takes different forms. In the twelfth 
and thirteenth centuries it is a struggle with the one Church 
of Western Christendom, united under a foreign sovereign 
in Eome who aims at theocratic supremacy. While in the 
rehgious dissensions that fill the period immediately preceding 
the jBnal predominance of monarchy — say, from Luther’s attack 
on indulgences to the peace of Westphalia — ^it is the frag- 
ments into which the Church has broken up that threaten to 
disorganise the political order of Western Europe, as their 
hnes of division cut across those that separate nations. But 
amid all these vicissitudes and variations, the preponderance 
of the general tendencies that are earring monarchy to 
victory is aU the more strikingly manifested. The winds 
and the waves of civilisation are in its favour, since the 
growth of monarchical power is practically bound up with 
the growth of political order. 

§ 4. And the same fact — ^that monarchy represents the 
unity of the nation — gives us, when contemplated on its 
negative side, the answer to the question why the more 
perfect order that the modern state requires could not at 
first be estahhshed on the constitutional basis that it has 
actually attained in the nineteenth century. The answer 
is broadly, as we have seen, that the classes with which 
the medieval monarch has to reckon in the latter part of 
the Middle Ages, and whose consent has somehow to be 
gained if the work of government is to be carried on, — ^these 
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classes appear, even when brought together in assemblies 
of estates, to be usually incapable of attaining such a full 
and stable union as might gradually have converted re- 
presentation of classes into representation of the nation. 
England is an exception— I have tried to explain why and how 
— but in most cases the representatives of difEerent classes 
in the medieval assemblies considered in the preceding 
lecture remain merely and palpably representatives and 
defendergv of sectional interests, which gives them a double 
weakness in any struggle with the Crown' — ^the weakness 
arising from mutual disunion, and the weakness arising 
from the fact that each group of representatives is or 
appears to be maintaining the interests of a part against 
the interests of the whole, the privileges of a section against 
the common interests of the nation. And, as we have 
already seen, while it is on the side of finance that their 
opportunity of gaining a share of governmental power arises, 
it is also on the side of finance that the separation of interests 
tends to be strongly marked. 

But even apart from the weakness we have noted in 
the assemblies which, as we look back, appear in the later 
medieval period as actual or probable competitors with the 
Crown for supremo power, it is easy to see why pure 
monarchy should supply the first form in which the con- 
ception of supreme power adequate to the maintenance 
of order actually embodied itsoK. We have indeed only 
to apply to this special case the reason given in my first 
lecture ^ for the general predominance of monarchy, as com- 
pared with other forms of government, in civilised societies ; 
namely that it is so much the simplest and most 
obviously efiective mode of attaining the consistency of 
resolution and action which belongs to our ideal of govern- 
ment generally, however constructed. To put it in the 
scholastic manner of the later medieval thinkers : the 
unity ’’ which should be characteristic of an ordered state 
is most easily attained by placing it under the rule of that 
which is intriusically and per se one. 

^ Lecture i. p. 10. 
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And this tendency of tlionglit may, I tliink, bo strik- 
ingly illustrated if we examine the modern doctrine of 
sovereignty when it first makes its appearance in the 
history of European political thought. Jean Bodin or 
Bodinus is the writer to whom is due the first clear and 
full enunciation of this doctrine, and when we examine 
his exposition of it in his great treatise De Republicd (a.d. 
1576 ),^ we find that while it is theoretically applicable 
to aristocracy and democracy no less than to monarchy, 
yet that Bodin himself is, as Sir F. Pollock says, prone 
to identify the theoretical sovereign with the actual king 
in States where a king exists.” ^ He holds indeed (as 
Austin) that in every independent community governed by 
law there must be a power from which laws proceed and 
by which they are maintained — since it is idle and 
chimerical to assume absolutely immutable and irrevocable 
laws — whether the power resides in one person or in. many ; 
and that this power, being the source of law, must itself 
bo above the law and therefore not legally limited.^ 
Theoretically, I say, he finds this unlimited power in all 
governments worthy of the name ; he holds it to be 
necessary to the very existence of an independent state ; 
in fact, we have in his book the fundamental general con- 
ception of the modern state put forward in opposition to 
the medieval ideas. And in clasahyuig actual govern- 
ments he theoretically intends to be guided entirely by the 
facts. But practically, when he comes to apply the doctrine 
to concrete pohtical facts, he has a strong disposition to 
identity the theoretical sovereign with the reigning monarch 
if he can, where the facts at all admit of it. In the case 
of the German Empire of his time, it would be flying 
palpably in the face of the facts to do this ; he therefore 
classes the government of the Empire as an aristocracy. 
But he has no doubt that in France the king has 

^ Bodin’ 8 book might bo regarded as the first modern systematic work on 
political science ; but it is better to take it as transitional. 

^ History of the Science of Politics, p. 49. 

® /.e. nob limitod by positive laws ; for it did not enter into Eodin’s view 
to deny that sovereigns woie limited by tlio law of nature. 
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the unlimited power he attributes to his theoretical 
sovereign. 

And as I shall show in a subsequent lecture, almost 
the same may be said ol Hobbes in the next century. Tlis 
absolutist doctrine is avowedly neutral as between monarchy, 
aristocracy, and democracy, but its tendency is palpably 
monarchical. What his general theory demands is absolute 
power somewhere ; but he prefers to place it in a long, 
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MOVEMENT TO ABSOLUTE MONARCHY — Continued 

§ 1. The correspondent movement of facts and ideas which 
in the last lecture I tried briefly to characterise gives, 
I think, the main hne of causation that leads gradually 
and with fluctuations, but decisively on the whole, to the 
pure monarchy of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 
But, as I said, we must also take into account the special 
influence of Christian theology and also that of Roman 
law. I have before observed that in both these cases to 
some extent, but especially in the case of Roman juris- 
prudence, we have the indirect influence of the extinct 
Roman Empire. Let us examine each of these, taking first 
the theological influence, which requires careful treatment, 
because it is really complex, and different elements of it 
operate in different ways. 

It is sometimes said that the doctrine of the “ divine right 
of kings,” as preached by the clergy on the side of the 
monarch in (e.gr.) the seventeenth century, is a medieval 
doctrine. And this is partially true, but only partially. 
This doctrine of orthodox seventeenth -century Christianity 
is doubtless a survival or bequest from the medieval view of 
the universe and human society ; but it is a survival of which 
the political effect is entirely altered by the changed condi- 
tions of its continued existence. A medieval thinker would 
no doubt hold that legitimate longs reigned by divine right ; 
but this proposition would no more determine the limits 
of their regal powers than the scriptural proposition that 
^Hhe powers that be axe ordained of God” would, in the 
view of a modern orthodox Christian, determine the dis- 
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tiibntion of governmental functions in the British con- 
stitution. According to the medieval view, all power, all 
lordship was ordered by and derived from God ; the state- 
ment was not more true of, let us say, the King of France 
than it was of the great nobles who held fiefs rmder him by 
hereditary right which he could not diminish or take away. 

At the same time, it remains true that the medieval 
thinkers were led by their theology to a decided preference 
for monaifchy ; the best form of government in their view — 
as is argued in a treatise on the Eule of Princes, attributed 
to Thomas Aquinas — ^is that which most closely resembles 
the government of the whole universe by one s'apreme God. 
As Christianity had grown up under a monarchy, the 
Church’s natural conception of political order was mon- 
archical. Also its claim to control by consecrating the 
supreme secular governor is more naturally applicable to 
monarchy ; it is difficult to conceive the consecration or 
anointment of a Council or Popular Assembly as an im- 
pressive ceremonial. The Christian ideal, then, waa 
primarily monarchical ; but it is to be observed that this 
ideal — at least in its earliest and most strictly medieval 
form — does not lead the thinker to recognise in theory, in 
his ideal view of Christendom, the absolutely independent 
sovereignty of the monarchs of the separate nations into 
which Western Christendom comes gradually to be definitely 
organised ; it rather led him to aspire after a monarchical 
organisation uniting the whole Christian world under one 
headship. Human society^ in its ideal condition as con- 
ceived by the medieval thinker, would constitute not only 
a universal Church, but a universal secular community 
{civitas Dei), the Church monarchically organised under one 
pope, the secular polity under one emperor, wielding re- 
spectively the “ two swords ” of the Gospel narrative, by 
which spiritual and secular government were symbolised. 

As regards the manner in which, with this essential 
dualism of two swords and two governments, ecclesiastical 
and secular, the essential unity of the Christian polity was 
to be maintained — on this question there was, as we have 
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seen, a luudamental controversy running through the whole 
period oi medieval thought, at least since Hildebrand. 
According to the ecclesiastical party that supported the 
claims ol Innocent III. and Boniface VIII., the unity was 
to be attained hy simple subordination of the secular sword 
to the spiritual ; the pope was appointed by God as supreme 
arbiter of q[uestions of morals ; all questions of politics 
were questions of morals ; hence the pope — as Boniface 
claimed — was ‘‘ seated by God on the throne of justice above 
all kings and kingdoms.’' But these claims (which would, 
if realised, have converted Western Christendom into a 
thoroughly theocratic polity, which it never actually 
became even for a time) were disputed by an important 
section of the medieval thinkers, who interpreted the 
superior rank of the spiritual government as meaning only' 
the superior importance of the sjuritual welfare of mankind 
with which it was concerned, and not at all as carrying 
with it a right to overrule secular governors in their own 
department ; and who accordingly found the ideal unity 
of Christendom in the Divine Head, represented in the 
spiritual and secular spheres by pope and secular monarch 
respectively. 

Then, when the growing wealmess of the Empire rendered 
the idea of a secular unity under the emperor more and 
more clearly impossible, ecclesiastical writers on politics 
did not at once give undivided support to monarchy in the 
separate nations, because their conflicts with the secular 
power led them to lay stress on the natural — only remotely 
divine — origin of the state, as contrasted with the directly 
divine origin of ecclesiastical rule. Indeed, in the latex 
Middle Ages, from the end of the thirteenth century onward, 
it is the most accepted doctrine that secular government 
rests on the consent of the people, who have an original 
right to choose their own form of government; so that, 
though the proposition “that the ruler is the vicegerent 
of God ” is not formally abandoned, it becomes practically 
insigmfi-cant and ceases to give any support to monarchy. 
Then afterwards, during the period of religious strife, the 
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influence ol Okristianity is mixed and varying. Botli 
Catholics and Protestants, when under Protestant and 
Catholic governments respectively, have a strong disposition 
to favour political doctrines tending to subordinate mon- 
archy to the control of other powers ; but after A,D. 164.8, 
when this period is over and the established divisions of 
Christendom have put an end for ever to the ecclesiastical 
efiorts after a theocratic organisation under the pope, the 
preponde^^ant influence both of Reformed and of Catholic 
Christianity is again decidedly monarchical. We may say 
that its natural tendency to support order and especially 
monarchical order has now free play ; so that the orthodox 
seventeenth-century interpretation of the text, the powers 
that be are ordained of God/’ is that no Christian may law- 
fully resist a legitimate monarch.^ 

On the whole, therefore, the Reformation and its con- 
sequences are an important factor on the side of monarchy. 
Even in the most purely Catholic countries, after the century 
of strife is over, the rivahy of the Pope with the King for 
secular sovereignty has gone never to return ; the Church 
finds its best interest in leaning on monarchy and trusting 
to it for material support while giving it moral support. 
And in Anglican and Lutheran comitries the subserviency 
of the Church to the Crown is even more marked. 

The broad tendency of the disruption of Christendom, 
caused by the Reformation, to strengthen the secular power 
is strikingly illustrated in the case of Spain. Spain, in the 
period succeeding the Reformation, stands forth as the 

^ It may bo observed that the early Reformers, Luther, Melancthon, even 
Calvin, were led — ^partly by the return to Scripture and early Christianity, 
as they understood it, partly by reaction from the Anabaptists, etc. — to lay 
stress on the obedience due to the powers that be, and to keep aloof from 
revolutionary schemes of government. Speaking generally, moreover, the 
movement within the Church against papal power, naturally allied itself with 
the centuries-old struggle between civil and ecclesiastical power. But this 
alliance is not permanent or universal t indeed in the later wave of reforma- 
tion, which connects itself not with Luther but with Calvin, we find claims 
to supremacy of ooolssiastical over civil power which are very like papal 
claims ; but they lack political force, the Reformers having so strong a need 
of the aid of the seoular power. 
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great "bulwark of Oatliolic orthodoxy ; it is the country in 
which Catholicism is at once most irresistibly predominant, 
and most intensely fanatical. It is the country of Ignatius 
Loyola ; above all, it is the home of the Inquisition ; and 
though we cannot find any important movement towards 
Protestantism, or any other form of heretical or schismatic 
doctrine in Spain at this time, still the Inquisition managed 
to consume some 6000 human beings in successive acts 
of faith,” during the reign of Philip II. Hereh then, if 
anywhere, one would think the spiritual power of the 
Papacy might successfully maintain its claim of superiority 
over the secular power. But in fact it is quite otherwise ; 
indeed, it is hardly an exaggeration to say that Phihp II. is 
for practical purposes as autocratic in ecclesiastical matters 
in Spain as Henry VIII. is in England, He holds the 
patronage of all the cathedral churches in Spain, chooses 
archbishops, bishops, and abbots, regulates the details of 
ecclesiastical discipline, and refuses to admit the pope’s 
bulls and despatches when they contravene hia policy. 
The Inquisition is hia instrument, not the pope’s ; it is 
he who gives it orders ; he names, dismisses, controls the 
Inquisitors. Indeed, in spite of his religious fanaticism, we 
find him using it for purely secular purposes when the 
instruments of his ordinary administration fail ; for example, 
when his Custom-house officers cannot stop the exportation 
of horses into Prance, he pretends to believe that the horses 
are intended, for Protestant armies, and makes the Inquisition 
therefore forbid their export. The pope complains, but 
he has to submit ; his spiritual weapons are ineffective ; 
the king’s fanaticism is intense, but it is limited and 
qualified by a still intenser belief in himself and his sovereign 
rights. 

And similarly in the French monarchy of Louis XIV., 
the Church' — though it retains important privileges, vary- 
ing in different parts of the country — ^is effectually sub- 
ordinated to the Crown, to which it gives loyal support. 
Its most eminent orators give, like some leading representa- 
tives of the Anglican clergy in England in the seventeenth 
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century, tlio most unqualified adhesion to monarchical ah- 
solutism in its extremest lorm. The prince, the anointed 
of the Lord/’ says Bossuet, is responsible to no man for 
the orders he gives ” . . . “ no one can say to him why do 
you do thus ”... Idngs, “ you are gods/’ that is, the orator 
adds — ^for the phrase, he feels, verges on idolatry — '^your 
authority has a divine character, you hear ^on your fore- 
heads the mark of divinity.” ^ 

§ 2, I jiow turn to the lawyers. Here the influence of 
Roman jurisprudence is more steadily on the same side — 
in favour of monarchy : this influence first becomes im- 
portant after the great revival of the study of Roman juris- 
prudence — first in the University of Bologna — ^in the twelfth 
century. For the later and splendid period of ancient 
Roman jurisprudence, from which the books that teach 
medieval students come down, is of course the Imperial 
period : it is a fundamental doctrine of the jurists whose 
wisdom they imbibe that aU governmental power is con- 
centrated in the hands of the monarch. Accordingly, in 
France in particular, where the feudal disintegration of the 
nation has gone furthest, the corps of lawyers trained in 
the study of the Roman jurists bring to the task of serving 
the king a professional bias for unlimited monarchy : they 
axe determined to regard the French king as inheriting the 
powers of the Roman Emperor. This conviction makes 
them £5ealou3 in combating all conflicting claims : and they 
thus become the important and indispensable instrument for 
reducing the independence of the great nobles and making 
the jurisdiction of the monarch eflectively supreme through- 
out the land. 

And the influence of Roman law supplies a part of the 
explanation of the failure of the medieval essays at parlia- 
mentary government in Germany. As I said in an earlier 
lecture,^ the tendency to association and federation — ^not 
only of individuals with other individuals of the same class 
to defend class privileges, but of bodies with bodies — is so 


1 Bossuet, Politique tirie do VMcriiure, Books m,, rv., v. 
® Lecture xxi, pp. 306, 306. 
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striking in the social and political history of Germany 
from the thirteenth century onward — so much more striking 
than ill England — that I should certainly have expected 
that it would have been more efiective than was actually 
the case in maintaining representative assemblies in the 
country-states formed by fragments of the Empire when it 
becomes clear that the Empire could not be maintained as 
a coherent whole. There is, no doubt, the general cause 
of disunion among the classes who had resisting ppwer, and 
this is specially marked perhaps in the Empire owing to 
the irrevocable collapse of the Imperial power in the later 
Middle Ages. They confederated hut did not blend. The 
violence too of the internal dissensions in the period of 
religious strife — say, with intervals, from Luther’s revolt 
to the end of the Thirty Years’ War — is doubtless another 
cause. The exhausted fragments of the nation had a 
specially strong desire for the order which monarchy ofiered. 
But the reception ” of Boman law is important — ^the great 
influence of Boman law in Germany, due to the German 
king being Boman emperor, is one cause. 

All this becomes the more noteworthy when we re- 
member that the ideas of the Boman jurists as to ^ man 
being by nature free and equal ’ gave later on an important 
contribution to the movement of pre-revolutionary thought 
which ultimately destroys absolute monarchy in Western 
Europe. 

§ 3. I have now to point out the quahfications and ex- 
ceptions which we have to hear in mind, in framing this 
conception of absolute monarchy as a stage in the develop- 
ment of West European pohty. I begin with the qualifica- 
tions. In the first place, there remain — ^to a varying 
extent in the difierent countries where the Crown is pre- 
dominant • — survivals of what I may call the abortive 
medieval Parliaments ; which, though they have ceased to 
threaten a serious competition for power with the Crown, 
yet exercise a certain check on it ; or, at the lowest, hamper 
it a little, and keep alive the idea of the people’s consent 
being necessary to taxation. 
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Tluis ia Ifrance, tliougli the estates-general have ceased to 
be convoked after a.d. 1614, estates-provincial still go on in 
certain parts— Languedoc, Provence, Burgundy, Brittany, and 
some smaller portions chiefly situated near the extremities of 
the kingdom. These estates have nominally the function 
of voting the taxes for these districts. They never oppose a.n 
effective resistance to the Crown, but it sometimes cannot 
get the supplies it wants without a little management, a 
little corruption, or a little intimidation. 

In Spain, again, there are similar survivals, and here 
there is a marked difference in different portions of the 
kingdom. The Oortes (Parliament) of Castile have been 
reduced to impotence under Charles V. : but the Oortes of 
Aragon — ^where the royal power, in medieval times, had 
been more jealously limited than in Castile — still retain 
substantial checks on the monarch’s will till near the end 
of Philip’s reign — and in matters of taxation, till long after. 
Indeed, the Spanish Crown has difficulties with the pro- 
vincial Cortes of Aragon even so late as the first years of 
the eighteenth century : till in A.n. 1707 it takes advantage 
of the suppression of an insurrection to abolish the special 
rights and privileges of the province ; and it is not till 
A.D. 1714 that a similar fate befalls the Catalonian con- 
stitution, after a resistance on the part of the Catalans of 
great obstinacy and valour. 

Similarly in the principalities of various size into which 
the territory of the Empire has all but broken up in Ger- 
many, the power of the princes continues to be somewhat 
hampered — to a varying extent in different places — ^by the 
survivals of the provincial assemblies of estates ; though 
the control exorcised by these assemblies is nowhere very 
effective, and diminishes as time goes on. Their share in 
legislation was in most cases the first to go — ^the assembly 
was reduced to a merely consultative function ; and even 
where the formal constitutional necessity of the assent of 
the estates to laws was still recognised, every effort was 
made to get it regarded as a mere formality. The control 
over taxation, though vigorously attacked, lingered some- 

z 
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what longer : but even here the estates were commonly 
more concerned to obtain privileges and exemptions lor 
special classes than to make their control over general 
taxation effective. 

But secondly, even when the wiU of the monarch has 
come to be theoretically irresistible, the West European 
monarchy is practically limited, not only by traditional 
law, custom, rehgion, etc., but by the resisting force of the 
human instrument through which it has to work : t-especially 
the sense of personal dignity of the nobles, the intellectual 
habits of the lawyers, the esprit de corps of both. This was 
pointed out about the middle of the eighteenth century by 
one of the most influential writers of his age on poUtical 
theory — Montesquieu — ^who indeed, to mark the distinction, 
uses the term monarchy with a meaning expressly distin- 
guished from despotism. I shall examine the general drift 
of Montesquieu's speculation, as a factor in pre-revolutionary 
thought, in a subsequent lecture, but what he says on this 
point I will give in the language of one of the most judicious 
of our own eighteenth-century historians — Robertson^* — at 
the close of his view of the state of Europe, 

He says that when the complete predominance of the 
monarchy was established two things remained which pre- 
vented the government of Erance from degenerating into a 
mere despotism. First, though the nobles of France had lost 
political power as a body, they retained their personal privi- 
leges and pre-eminence of rank. They preserved a conscious- 
ness of elevation above other classes, and exemption from their 
burdens: a privilege of assuming ensigns indicative of dignity; 
a right to be treated with a certain degree of deference 
during peace, and a claim to various distinctions when in 
the field. Many of these pretensions were not derived from 
positive laws : but being defined and ascertained by the 
maxima of honour and supported by the whole force of a 
strong sentiment of personal dignity, they practically set 

^ Roliertaon’s Charlea V , ; Introductory Vi&u) of the Siaie of Murcpef § m. 
[The two paragraphs that follow are mainly in the words of Bobertson but 
ahridired. — 
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limits to tlie power ol the inonarcli. An intermediate order 
was thus placed between the monarch and his subjects^ with 
traditional privileges which he had, on the whole, over- 
whelmingly strong motives lor not violating. 

The other important barrier to royal caprice — ^peculiar 
to Prance- — was the jurisdiction of the Parlements, 
especially the Parlemmt of Paris to which the supreme 
administration of justice was committed. The kings of 
Prance, when they first began to assume the legislative 
power, produced their edicts and ordinances in the Parle- 
rmnt of Paris, where they were registered : and this 
customary fimction of registration gave the Parlement 
an opportunity of protesting against an ordinance it dis- 
approved : which it on occasion effectively used.^ 

In both these cases the king could overbear the resist- 
ance by a vigorous exercise of will : but the esprit de corps 
of both nobles and lawyers was so strong that it gave him 
considerable trouble to overbear it, 

§ 4. In the greater part of the study in which we have 
been engaged in this course of lectures, we have been con- 
cerned at each stage with the comparison of the leading 
pohtical characteristics of a group of independent or nearly 
independent communities, subject to somewhat similar con- 
ditions of life and sharing a common civihsation — Greek 
city-states, medieval city-communitie^, medieval and modern 
country-states — and we have endeavoured to see clearly 
the general resemblances among the forms of government, 
and the relations of the government to the governed, in 
the different members of the group of states, the changes 
that take place in them and their causes. But it has been 
my aim, in aU such comparisons, to notice differences as 

^ The Parlement — originally a national assembly exercising, as ours, 
judicial among other functions — was specialised to judicial functions by 
Philip the Pair in a.d. 1302, and lawyers became prominent in it (in the 
fourteenth century it had 88 lawyers and 12 peers). The great VHdpital in 
1666 (under Charles IX- ) introduced serious conditions of age and capacity. 
Membership, handed down often and, always held for life, gaye practical 
independence, and the Parlement became a body in which strong esj^rit de 
corps was maintained for good and for evil. 
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well as resemblances ; and when I have spoken ol a 
‘‘ prevalent ’’ type of government, to be careful to hmit 
and qualify the statement by bringing into clear view the 
particular instances in which the prevalent type did not 
prevail. These negative instances are generally of the 
highest importance in examining the causes or conditions 
of the prevalence of the type in the positive instances. 
Accordingly, in the last lecture, while pointing out how 
pure monarchy tended to predominate in the West ^luropean 
states in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, I was 
careful to notice the existence of important exceptions to 
this general result. 

Let us now look a little closer at the leading ex- 
ceptions and their causes. Omitting Venice and the 
German cities — ^the relics of medieval repubhcan life — 
and the temporary lapse of Sweden towards oligarchical 
control after Charles XIL, these are England, the Nether- 
lands, Switzerland, Poland. Fhst let me note that in three 
of these four cases, the influence of physical conditions is 
obvious. Plow the pecuhar conditions of English life that 
specially favoured medieval parliamentary institutions were 
largely due to the insularity of England I have already 
shown. How the Alps exceptionally protected the struggles 
of the Swiss peasants to free themselves from the oppression 
of their lords, and how the almost amphibious condition — 
pohticaUy speaking — of important parts of the Netherlands, 
aided by the force of religious enthusiasm, enabled them, in 
the century of lehgious strife that followed the Eeformation, 
to defy successfully the apparently overwhelming military 
superiority of Spain — ^these are all familiar historical ob- 
servations. To these two republican federations I shall 
recur in my concluding lecture on Pederahsm ; here I will 
only briefly note and explain the difference in their perma- 
nence. In the case of Switzerland, the federal and republican 
form of government rendered natural by its physical con- 
ditions and the origin of its independence, is successfully 
maintained through the eighteenth century. In the case of 
what we call Holland the same form of government is also 
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explained by tlie conditions of origin, and is also nominally 
maintained during tliis period ; but its success here is im- 
perfect and chequered, and it tends to lapse into practical 
monarchy — ^plainly, I think, from the greater dangers of war, 
to which the low-lying Netherlands are exposed. Ib is at 
the crisis of alarm caused by the invasion from France that 
in A.D. 1672 William III. is proclaimed stadtholder of Hol- 
land with unlimited powers : and maintains his predomin- 
ance till'^his death in 1702. And a similar alarm in 1747 
causes the appointment of a hereditary stadtholder of the 
seven united provinces. 

Turning to Poland, where we see the ultimate triumph 
of the turbulent nobility in the struggle with monarchy, 
we have an interesting negative example of the value of 
the industrial element, developed in the cities of other West 
European states : that is, of its value at once to monarchy 
in its struggle with the feudal or quasi-feudal nobility, and 
to social life and political order. For the characteristic of 
Poland, as compared with the more western states generally, 
is that the nation has not developed an effective industrial 
class : the trade in the towns is in the hands of foreigners : 
accordingly the oligarchy triumphs over monarchy and 
manifests in a strilcing way the disintegrative, anarchical 
tendencies of medieval oligarchy. The “ libemm veto^^' by 
which from a.d. 1650 onwards a single member of the 
Polish Diet could refuse assent to the resolutions of the 
entire assembly, is a characteristic expression and symbol 
of the place of Poland in the development of European 
oligarchy. 

§ 6. We have to examine carefully the exceptional 
course of English pohtical development, not merely as 
EngUshmen, hut as students of pohtical science, because 
it is a very important factor in the general history of 
West European pohtics. For when the further step comes 
to be generally taken from pure monarchy to those nine- 
teenth-century constitutions in which at least a large share 
of power is given to representative assemblies elected by 
a widely extended suffrage, it is the result of the peculiar 
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course of development in England whicli to a great extent 
gives tEe model followed in this constitution-maldng. This 
is all the more remarkahle as the ideas of the constitution- 
making and the sentiments which powerfully impel towards 
it radiate from France as a focus rather than from England. 

The period in England in which we see a tendency 
towards increase of monarchical power, or at least a struggle 
of monarchy to maintain its predominance, is about two 
centuries from the accession of Henry VII. to tte Revolu- 
tion of A.B. 1688. The characteristics of this period I 
shall pass over very briefly, as its general features are 
well known, and the details are of subordinate interest in 
the general study of the development of West European 
polity. As we all know, after the Wars of the 
Roses, the power of the old baronage appears to have 
snffered a collapse, and Parliament becomes practically 
more subservient to the Crown than it has been in the two 
preceding centuries. At the same time, though the Tudors 
got their way, it was their policy to leave the legislative 
supremacy of Parliament formally intact, and they respect 
the jealousy of its traditional privileges which the Houses 
of Parliament show. The theory of the constitution is not 
attacked on their part ; the English answer to Khiox’s dia- 
tribe against the “ monstrous regiment of women ” is that the 
government of England is a mixed and limited monarchy.^ 

It is not till the later years of Elizabeth — after foreign 
danger has passed away — that the Commons begin to 
reassume something like the independence of spirit in 
criticism of acts of the Crown which Parliament had shown 
before the Wars of the Roses. On the other hand, the 
theory of an “ absolute and paramount power inherent in 
the very nature of the regal o£B.ce ” ^ spreading, especially 
among the lawyers, as it was on the Continent ; and it was 
supported by the Anglican Church, reviving the doctrine 
of the divine right of kings harmonised with the Law of 
Nature as being quasi-paternal. 


^ Hallam, Constitutional History ^ vol, i. oh. v. 

^ TasTvell-Langmead, English GonsUtutional History, p. 490. 
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Then wiih the accession ol the Stuarts, the conilict 
finally breaks out between monarchical and parliamentary 
claims to supremacy and is never really at rest till settled 
in favour of Parliament by the revolution of 1688. The 
conflict has two distinct elements — apolitical and religious. 
The new absolutism struggles with old parliamentary re- 
straints, and Anglicanism struggles with Puritanism and 
Catholicism ; Anglicanism being always on the side of the 
Crown, and practically supporting advances in the absolutist 
direction until the time of James II. The decisive force 
in the revolution of 1688 is the alienation of Anglicanism 
from James ; had it not been for this it is perhaps doubtful 
if even the unbroken traditions of parhamentary supremacy 
in legislation and taxation would have prevented monarchy 
from becoming predominant in England as on the Con- 
tinent. 

The personal change from Tudors to Stuarts is in this 
respect providential The Tudors aim at having their own 
way — and generally get it — but axe politic enough to avoid 
alarming opposition by advancing claims opposed to English 
parliamentary traditions. James I. is a pedant and a doctrin- 
aire, and therefore inclined to advance claims tending to en- 
large the royal prerogative in theory more than he means 
actually to maintain.^ This leads to the definite counter- 
assertion of privileges by the Commons. The errors of 
Charles I. and James II. were difierent ; but probably few 
kings of equal ability and industry have so little understood 
the art of governing. Speaking broadly, the victory of 
Parliament — ^which does not, as one reads the history, seem 
at all a certainty — depends on its solid support on precedents 
of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. But this alone 
would not suffice without the religious factor ; and it may 
be doubted whether things would have gone as they did 
had the religious factor been absent. 

To the result attained in A.n. 1688 and the subsequent 
development of English polity I shall recur later. But 

^ See his True Law of Tree Monarchies (of. Hallani, Constitutional History, 
chap. vi.). 
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&sL I propose, in the next three lectures, to turn Irom the 
development of political facts to the development of political 
ideas, or rather to direct attention to the development of 
ideas as among the most important political facts. This is 
I think a necessary part of the subject of political science 
so far as it deals with the phenomena of civilised societies : 
and it is a part which grows in importance as civilisation 
advances. 



LEOTUEB XXIV 

POLITIOAIj thought. HOBBES AND LOCKE 

§ 1. In tKis and the two succeeding lectures I propose to 
trace ver 7 briefly the movement oi modern political thought 
up to the point at which it takes efiect in the French 
Eevolution. 

I will begin by saying a few words on the general 
relation of political ideas to political facts, By political 
ideas I mean primarily ideas of what ought to be 
in a governed community of human beings, so far as 
government is concerned. Such ideas may relate to (1) 
the way in which the organs of government ought to be 
appointed ; (2) the powers which they ought to have ; (3) 
the maimer in which those powers ought to be exercised 
over the governed ; (4.) the extent and formation of the 
groups under separate governments — states and nations ; 
(5) the external or international relations of these groups. 
These questions are all more or less connected : but some- 
times attention is directed more to one than another ; and, 
in the line of thonght which we are to examine together, 
attention is chiefly concentrated on the first two questions 
— ^the principles on which government ought to be con- 
stituted, and the extent and jnstification of its rightful 
authority over the governed. 

In saying that political ideas are primarily ideas of 
government as it ought to be, I do not mean that they are 
not also ideas of governments as they are and have been. 
In quiet times the government that ought to be is for most 
persons the government that exists, though they would like 
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some details clianged. And even in levolutionaxy times, 
when there are widespread aspirations after sometlimg very 
different from what actually exists, any political ideal that 
aims at being practical is likely to be modelled on some- 
thing that is known to exist — or at any rate is believed to 
have existed — elsewhere. We can often see this clearly 
even when that ideal is apparently worked out by an 
abstract a prion method. It is striking how experience 
controls and limits the imagination even of the most 
idealistic political philosophers. Por instance, Plato’s 
Eepubho is a proverbial term for a Utopian constitution of 
pohtioal society : and certainly Plato’s communistic scheme 
of abohshing private property and private famihes is such 
as never has heen, and we believe never will be, realised. 
Yet even Plato is so far limited by the actual facts of 
Greek society that he can only conceive as a political ideal 
a town-community organised mainly with a view to war — 
a free community extending over a continent, to which war 
is a subordinate consideration, it does not enter into his 
head to imagine. 

But again : the development of political ideas is in- 
fluenced in a different way by their connexion with political 
facts. The ideas are related to the facts of political history 
not only as effect to cause, but also as cause to effect. The 
actual conduct of men, whether governors or governed, is 
to an important extent influenced by their opinions as to 
what is right and just ; and thus political theories, while 
partly determined by pre-existing facts, become in their 
turn political forces operating among others to modify the 
facts. And hence to an important extent they come to 
be shaped and fashioned as instruments for the attainment 
of this practical end, 

ITow the influence thus exercised by theories on facts 
is very different in amount in different ages and countries, 
and it is noteworthy that it is decidedly greater in modern 
and even in medieval European history than in ancient. 
So far as we can see, the course of Greek history was in 
no important respect affected by the speculation of Socrates, 
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Plato, and Aristotle. Socrates and Plato argued lor aristo- 
cracy on philosophical principles, and thoir views spread 
among cultivated men : but none the less the drift of 
political change at Athens tended steadily to democracy ; 
and, so far as we know, there was never any slightest 
chance of realising, or any smallest efiort made to realise, 
the political ideals of Plato and Aristotle. Whereas in the 
history of Europe from a.d. 800 the influence of ideals on 
facts has in various ways been very marked. Not to speak 
of minor and more disputable eflects, no one can doubt 
that the theoretical rights of the medieval Eoman Empire 
(which was, we may almost say, rather more of a theory 
than a solid fact during the greater part of its existence) 
contributed largely, as I have said in a previous lecture/ to 
force the history of Germany and Italy into such very 
different lines of development from that of Erance or Spain : 
no one can doubt in modern international law the great 
influence of the theoretical view of the law of nature upon 
actually accepted rules of international conduct : ^ finally, no 
one can doubt that abstract doctrines as to the rights of 
man and the sovereiguty of the people have been a decisive 
force in the great movement which from 1789 onward has 
been suddenly or gradually transforming modern European 
pohty. 

Thus the succession of political theories and systems is 
governed by two distinct kinds of causes — ^internal and ex- 
ternal— the separation of whose effects is a rather difficult 
task, though fundamentally important for the student of 
the history of Pohtical Philosophy. In the first place, we 
can always trace in this succession the action of internal 
laws of development ; we find that conceptions and prin- 
ciples at first vague are made more clear and precise by 
reflection, and inferences which they by impheation contain 
are more explicitly set forth. In this way whatever in- 
consistencies lurk in the dominant doctrine are made 
evident, and its unwarranted assumptions are exposed to 


1 Lecture xm, pp. 196-198. 

2 Of. my Elements of Politics, chap. xv. p. 243, 2iid ed. 
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view : 00 that, by ilie mere forward movement of the 
buman reason , it tends to bo overfclixown or limited in 
favour of some opposing theory, which, at first protected by 
its own comparative indefiniteness, is forced by its triumph 
into a similar process of development. We have seen in 
recent times how, e.g, “ Liberty as an object of aspiration 
at first means both individuals doing what they like, and 
the majority having their own way : later the opposition 
and conflict between the two is seen, and deinoc!?acy pre- 
sents itself as possibly “ coming slavery.” ^ 

But the actual course of this succession is very different 
from what it would be if political theories remained merely 
in the study or the lecture-room : since, so fax as political 
doctrines axe nseful weapons of conflict, they tend to he 
taken up when they axe required for action and largely 
moulded by the exigencies of conflict. This is strildngly 
illustrated by the fate during the Middle Ages of a doctrine 
with which we shall have a good deal to do — the doctrine 
that the legitimate source of the authority of secular govern- 
ment is the consent of the governed. This doctrine, through 
the greater part of the Middle Ages, enjoyed a kind of 
acceptance among jurists ; for the authority of the em- 
perors — ^the supreme secular authority according to the 
medieval view of the political order of the Christian world 
— ^was stated in the Institutes of Jnstinian to have been 
transmitted to them by the Eoman people. So long how- 
ever as Church and State are in harmony, the doctrine 
remains of antiquarian iaterest alone : but when popes and 
emperoivS fall out, it occurs to zealous partisans of the 
Papacy that the people can legitimately take back what it 
has given, and that an “ emperor who has broken Lis com- 
pact should be turned off like a thievish swineherd.” ^ Thus 
an exact notion of the ‘ transference of power ’ becomes 
of immediate practical interest. The question is raised, 
Granting the original right of the people to the power now 

^ Cf. Mr. Herbert Spencer in The Man verms the State. 

^ Manegoldvon Lauterbach (born A.n, 1060) apnd Giosebrecht, Sitzungsber, 
der baver. Ahad. 1868. 
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possessed by monarchs, can it be resumed by the people 
when once it has been given away ? If so, how and under 
what conditions ? However these questions are answered 
the doctrine gains a logical development : the fundamental 
conception of the transference of sovereign power becomes 
more exact and precise. And pohtical thought moves 
towards the elaborate ‘ social compact ’ theory of the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. 

But -the manner in which this notion of the social 
compact is used by leading thinkers in this later period 
no less strikingly illustrates the influence of fact on thought. 
For Hobbes uses it as a basis of absolutism, Locke as a basis 
of limited constitutional government, Rousseau as a basis of 
the sovereignty of the people. 

§ 2. Let us begin with Hobbes — as indeed modern 
political thought may be said to begin with him. The 
establishment, in the region of fact, of political unity and 
order on a monarchical basis has for its counterpart, in the 
region of thought, the doctrine of Hobbes. It is his clear, 
uncompromising enunciation of the modern doctrine of 
sovereignty which marks in a decided way the transition 
to modern thought. 

His view seems to have first taken shape in A.D. 1640, 
when our great rebellion was impending but had not yet come : 
but I shall deal with it in the form it assumed in his most 
famous treatise, the Leviathan^ which appeared in 1651 
— midway between the execution of the King in 1649, 
and the execution of the Parliament in 1653. It is not 
surprising that at such a crisis a philosopher should have a 
keen, even an exaggerated sensitiveness to the evils of 
anarchy : and should lay even exaggerated emphasis on* the 
conditions of order. 

Hobbes, like Bodin,^ lays down that in every political 
community worthy of the name — in every community 
that enjoys stable political order — there must he vested 
somewhere, in some body or individual, a power wbich, 
being the source of law, cannot be subject to the restraints 
^ Loebure sxm. p. 328. 
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of law. That is, it cannot be subject to the restraints 
of positive law — what we call the laws of the land, laws 
of human making : for it is and must be the supreme 
human law-maker in the land, and cannot be bound by its 
own laws. It is, indeed, subject to that higher moral code 
— the Law of Nature or Divine and Supreme Reason — • 
naturally known to every man as a rational being. No one 
in Hobbes’s time would have dreamt of denying that every 
one was in some sense bound by the law of natae, and 
therefore the sovereign must be so bound. But practically 
in Hobbes’s view this law only binds the sovereign before 
God ; for the law of nature reqmres an interpreter, and the 
subjects must accept the sovereign’s interpretation : it can- 
not be allowed that each man is to claim a right to judge 
the sovereign by his private interpretation of the law of 
nature, and to resist what he judges to be a violation of 
it — for then the door would be open to hopeless anarchy. 
Hence : ^ (1) “ The sovereign’s actions cannot be justly 
accused by the subject.” (2) Whatsoever the sovereign 
doth is unpunishable by the subject.” (3) “ It belongeth 
of right ” to the sovereign to judge and do what is 
necessary for the peace and defence of his subjeebs ” ; 
(4) and to judge of what doctrines are fit to be taught 
them.” (6) The sovereign has the whole power of pre- 
scribing the rules, whereby every man may know, what 
goods he may enjoy, and what actions he may do, with- 
out being molested by any of his feUow-subjects ” ; (6) 
and the right of all judicature and decision of contro- 
versies ” ; (7)^' and of rewarding and punishing” as he 
shah judge best ; (8) “ and of making war, and peace, as 
he shall think best ” ; (9) “ and of choosing all counsellors 
and ministers ” ; (10) and “ these rights are indivisible ” and 
inalienable. 

It is to be noted that particular importance is attached 
to the control of doctrine ” by which Hobbes especially 
means religious teaching. Nearly half the book is occupied 
in defending this feature of a Obiistian Commonwealth — as 

^ LeviatJianf ohap. xviii. 
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Hobbes designed his to be. TJiroiigliout the later Middle 
Ages — Irom the end ol the eleventh century — the West 
European states had been liable to feel the di£S.culty of 
serving two masters, the ecclesiastical and the civil. But 
this diOiculty was temporarily intensified by the disruption 
of Christendom, and the violent struggle between Protest- 
ants and Cathohos, When Hobbes’s views first took shape 
(a.d. 164.0), there had been about a century of civil strife or 
danger of civil strife in Western Europe, due to religious 
dissensions. We can understand how to Hobbes the 
doctrine that sets up canons against laws and a ghostly 
authority against the civil,” ^ seems one of the worst diseases 
of a commonwealth : for which it seems to him the only cure 
to claim for the civil sovereign an inalienable right to be 
‘‘ judge of opinions and doctrines ” and prevent the teaching 
of any not conducive to peace. 

Hobbes’s pohtical creed may be therefore described as 
Absolutism : but it is not fundamentally or primarily 
monarchical absolutism. Ib is governmental absolutism, the 
theoretical triumph of the principle of Order over all con- 
flicting principles of pohtical construction. Eor observe 
that in Hobbes’s cardinal doctrine, it is only necessary to 
political order that this indisputable and indivisible supreme 
power, unlimited by law, should exist in some body or in- 
dividual ; he does not affirm it necessary that it should be 
vested in a monarch : his condition is equally fulfllled if it 
be vested in a body of nobles or the people en masse. So 
that his cardinal doctrine is equally apphcable to monarchy, 
ohgarchy, and democracy. He holds that the individual in 
any ordered community ought to acquiesce equally in any 
estabhshed form of government — ^except so far as the obhga- 
tion to obedience is overborne by the still more fundamental 
law of self-preservatioU’ — so long as the government is able to 
protect Mm but no longer. This last quahfication was very 
important in a.d. 1651 ; and I may observe that this un- 
sentimental absolutism, limiting the subject’s loyalty by the 
monarch’s power of protection, was not at all to the taste 
1 Leviathan, chap, xxis. 
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o£ ordinary loyal partisans of tlie temporarily clisposaessed 
monarch, of England* 

At the same time, Hobbes’s preference for monarchy in 
the abstract is plainly avowed ; it is not the only legitimate 
form of government, but it is the best form ; it has more 
advantages and fewer drawbacks than any other. Also his 
conviction is clear that if his doctrine of sovereignty is once 
admitted by Enghshmen, if it is admitted that there is an 
inilimited sovereign somewhere in the British Constitution, 
no one can doubt that, by our constitutional tradition, the 
hereditary monarch is that sovereign. A parliament that the 
monarch has the undoubted right to dissolve is evidently, he 
thinks, not sovereign in his sense, only an inconvenient 
practical check on sovereignty and therefore a danger to 
order. 

Probably this expresses the ordinary view of the time, as 
to the application of the notion of sovereignty. At this 
period of European history, the doctrine of sovereignty un- 
limited hy law as essential to a state, though unmonarchical 
in theory and essence, was generally monarchical in effect 
and application. What the bodies contending with mon- 
archy actually claimed was not to share sovereignty but to 
hmit it. 

§ 3. Eut to return to Hobbes’s main theory : — How does he 
prove the necessity that he affirms ? How is the individual 
to be reduced to this complete subserviency to his sovereign ? 
Here Hobbes’s method of establishing his doctrine is not 
characteristically modem : he employs notions and assump- 
tions handed down from earlier ages. He assumes that 
doctrine of government arising from consent of subjects of 
which I have spoken — ^the doctrine that political society 
is normally instituted by a compact, through which indi- 
viduals living in a state of nature ” form themselves into a 
community, and bind themselves to obey a government. He 
argues that it is the paramount interest of each and aU such 
inffiividuals to combine thus to form a stable commonwealth : 
becanse the state of nature, being a state of anarchy, is 
necessarily a state of universal war and misery. And he 
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argues tliat only a compact binding each, and all to un- 
questioning obedience to a sovereign with unlimited power 
can really establish a stable commonwealth : any intro- 
duction of conditions into the compact must open the door 
to disputes incapable of decisive settlement, and so to 
anarchy. 

Here it is important to observe the distinction between 
the traditional and the original elements in Hobbeses doctrine. 
That the# condition of political society was preceded by the 
state of nature was a long accepted view, and also that 
the mutual rights and duties of government and governed 
depended on some kind of ancient compact between them. 
But the accepted view was that in the state of nature 
individuals were bound by the laws of nature or reason : 
and that normally — allowing for the imperfection of human 
nature — they might be expected to obey these laws. Man, 
it was commonly thought, is a rational and social being, 
distinguished among other animals by his appetite for 
tranquil association with his fellows, and his tendency to 
conform to the guidance of reason. Hence, when in a state 
of nature — ^not under human government — ^he normally 
recognises that he ought to abstain from aggression on his 
fellows and observe compacts with them. Ho doubt — ^being 
an imperfect creature — he sometimes breaks his compacts 
and attacks and quarrels with his neighbours : and then no 
doubt it is inconvenient for the neighbour that there is no 
government to restore order and he has to fight for his own 
rights. The state of nature was no doubt — and is now as 
exhibited in the mutual relations of modern nations — a state 
in which war occurs and has to be allowed as legitimate ; 
but still war is an exceptional incident, a casual break in 
men's normal observance of the simple rules prohibiting 
mutual injury and commanding observance of compact. 

This was the received view : but all this Hobbes boldly 
‘traversed. Man, he said, is naturally a selfish being : his 
vaunted social inclinations are really desires for benefit or 
glory to be obtained from others. Ho doubt he needs the 
help of others : but this need, if all fear is removed — e,g. 
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if Hs superiority In power is clear — Pleads Hm to seek 
dominion over them rather than equal society with them. 
Hence the state of nature must be conceived as a state in 
which men’s conflicting desires and consciousness of practical 
equality of force lead to continual war. They covet each 
other’s goods and attack each other to get them : for fear 
of such attack they conquer their neighbours for security : 
and when there is no other motive they make war for glory. 
Hence even for a reasonable man who finds hinisq(f in this 
state^ the desire for peace and for the observance of rules 
that conduce to the maintenance of peace, must remain 
a mere aspiration, so long as a commonwealth is not 
constituted. We cannot reasonably limit the ^ right ’ or 
natural liberty of each in this state to possess himself of 
anything — even of the person of another ; for such appro- 
priation may be the best means of preserving his hfe ; and 
reason forbids him to omit the means by which his life may 
be best preserved. By rendering unreciprocated obedience 
to moral rules he would simply make himself a prey to 
others, and it cannot he his duty to do that. 

In this condition the Hfe of man — in Hobbes’s vigorous 
English — ^will doubtless be “ solitary, poor, nasty, brutish, 
and short ” : ^ but still this is his natural condition : though 
naturaUy he has a paramount need of peace, he is naturally — 
ie. apart from the convention estabHshing political order 
— ^incapable of attaining it : his one chance of peace is to 
agree to obey a government whose right to command he 
agrees not to question so long as it secures him the supreme 
blessing of peace. 

Tou see the two parts of the view hang together : it is 
because the ungoverned state is so miserable that govern- 
ment must be allowed such unlimited power. If you dis- 
pute this view of the state of nature, hlobbes’s answer is 
forcible ; it has a painful element of truth i£ only half 
truth. I will give it in his own words : In all places, 
where men have Hved by small famiHes, to rob and spoil 
one another, has been a trade, and so far from being re- 
1 Leviathan, oiaT). xm. 
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puted against tlie Law of Natuxe, that the greater spoils they 
gained, the greater was their honour.” ^ But, you may say, 
it is because they are savages. No, says Hobbes, as small 
families did then ; so now do cities and kingdoma which are 
but greater families (for their own security) enlarge their 
dominions, upon all pretences of danger and fear of in- 
vasion, or assistance that may be given to invaders, en- 
deavour as much as they can, to subdue, or weaken their 
neighboip:s, by open force, and secret arts, for want of other 
caution, justly ; and are remembered for it in after ages with 
honour.” ^ Look, again he says, at “ the manner of hfe, which 
men that have formerly lived under a peaceful government, 
use to degenerate into, in a civil war.” ^ If you still doubt, 
says Hobbes to his contemporaries, consider what opinion 
of his fellows a man^a actions even in a governed society 
imply — when taking a journey, he arms himself, and seeks 
to go well accompanied ; when going to sleep, he locks his 
doors ; when even in his house he looks hia chests ; and 
this when he knows there be laws, and public officers, 
armed, to revenge all injuries shall be done him.” ^ 

For such a being then, the only compact which could 
produce stable political order must be one that established 
somewhere or other— in king, senate, or popular assembly 
— a power of command absolute, inalienable, indivisible, 
unlimited ; or strictly limited only by the individuaFs right 
of resisting or evading punishment — ^his right to self- 
preservation. 

The doctrine of Hobbes thus represents in an intensely 
emphatic and one - sided form the general conviction 
that, as I have said, accompanied the great transition in 
Western Europe, consummated in the seventeenth century, 
to the modern state formed on the basis of monarchical 
absolutism ; — ^the conviction that for stable political order, 
there is required in the state a power somewhere, indivia- 
ibly and indisputably supreme ; and that this end wifi be 
best attained by vesting the power in a hereditary monarch. 

But, as I have explained, his doctrine is primarily and 
1 Leviathan, chap, xvii. ** Ibid, chap. xm. 
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fomdamerttally govemtnontal absolutism, and only secondaxily 
and in its application to contemporary facts naonarcbical 
absolutism. And it is to be noted that its important eilect 
on subsequent poUtioal thought is rather in its former aspect 
— ^the doctrine that sovereignty unlimited by law must 
reside somewhere in every ordered political community is 
still a widely accepted element of current political theory. 
As a support of monarchy in the struggle in England 
Hobbeses doctrine had not much influence ; it equally 
alien to the Whig sentiment of liberty and the Tory senti- 
ment of loyalty — as it acknowledged no obligation to a 
dispossessed monarch— while its uncompromising subordina- 
tion of Church to State pleased nobody. Still it represents, 
as I said, in the region of ideas the movement that is 
carrying the West European polity to the stage of pure 
monarchy. 

§ 4. But, as we saw, though this period of monarchy 
which may be roughly called absolute is a normal stage in the 
development of West European states generally, the course 
of development of England is difEerent and exceptional : the 
attempt at monarchical absolutism failed in England. The 
long conflict between monarchical and parliamentary claims 
to supremacy suddenly ends in 1688 in a settlement made 
decisive by the dispossession of the recalcitrant family of 
Stuart. It is thus finally settled that the English mon- 
arcks claim to the obedience of Englishmen is strictly 
subordinate to the rule of law only modifiable by Parliament ; 
applied by judges only removable by Parliament ; and that 
the taxation of the people requiced for governmental expendi- 
ture can only be determined by the representatives of the 
people. 

The general poUtical theory which justified this moment- 
ous conclusion of the long struggle is found in Locke’s 
Treatise on Gml Government While studying his doctrine 
it is important to remember that he writes for a people 
whom a continuous tradition of four centuries has led. to 
regard the co-operation and consent of a Parliament of two 
houses — a single Parliament for the realm of England — as 
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necessary to the making of laws v^Hcli Englishmen are 
bound to obey, and the raising of taxes v^hich Englishmen 
are bound to pay. And they habitually regard this as a 
privilege of Englishmen, being familiarly acquainted with 
the different state of things in France. 

Locke, hire Hobbes, starts with the traditional and 
generally accepted view that the legitimate claim of any 
government to the obedience of the governed must be 
normally* based on a fundamental compact, by which the 
members of a pohtical society have, to obtain the advan- 
tages of government, resigned a portion of the rights which 
originally belonged to them as independent human beingsA 
But Locke’s conception of the terras of the compact is 
fundamentally different from that of Hobbes. According 
to Locke, the compact by which individuals form a society, 
and agree to be bound by the decision of the majority of a 
society, is entered into for certain definite ends : and when 
the majority of the society so formed establishes a govern- 
ment, it must be supposed only to entrust power to this 
government for the attainment of these ends : and if this 
trust is violated the duty of obedience to government 
ceases. 

This essentially different view of the fundamental com- 
pact and its results is connected with a view, very different 
from that of Hobbes, as to the condition m which men 
naturally are previous to their entrance into a political 
society. And here we have to observe that Locke’s view 
of this state of nature — ^though it differs in some important 
respects from the view which was traditional and ordinarily 
accepted in this age of thought — ^is still much nearer to the 
traditional view than the dark picture painted by Hobbes. 

As I have said, the traditional view was that apart from 
political society, human beings, distiaguished as they are 
from other animals by the gift of reason, had been bound 
—and would always be bound — to obey the law of nature, 
which every man can know by the sincere exercise of the 

^ I say, traditional view, of. e.g. Hooker, Lawa of JScclesiaatical Polity^ 
Book 1. chap. x. 
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reason G-od has given Hm, This conception ol a law of 
nature, univeiBally applicable to men as men, of higlier 
origin and higher validity than the mutable positive laws 
of particular human societies, had been handed down from 
medieval to modern thought. The medieval thinkers had 
derived it from Eoman jurisprudence/ at first chiefly through 
the channel of ecclesiastical tradition, afterwards through 
the direct study of Cicero and the great Eoman jurists of 
the ancient Empire : hut in the age after the Eeformation, 
in the collapse of the real though imperfect regulative in- 
fluence exercised over Western Europe by the Catholic 
Church before the Eeformation, the great need felt of some 
universally acceptable principles of right, mdependent of 
ecclesiastical authority, had brought the conception of the 
law of nature — and with it that of a state of nature prior 
to pohtical society — ^itito greater prominence. The most 
important rules of this law so far as it related to adults 
were negative : summed up in the great rule of abstaining 
from aU personal injury to others, and all interference with 
their use of the goods of the earth originally common to 
all. But, as derivative from the duty of abstaining from 
injury, was the duty of making reparation for injury that 
had been committed : there was also the important positive 
duty of fulfilling compacts freely entered infco. We must 
not forget the rights of parents over children — ^politically 
important, because, as may be seen from Locke’s contro- 
versial arguments, certain partisans of absolute monarchy 
made in the seventeenth century a desperate attempt to 
find a basis for it in the accepted view of the law of nature, 
by regarding it as developed out of the natural authority of 
parents over their children. 

In short, the rules of the Law of Nature were the rules 
which, according to the old individualistic view of the State, 
it was the primary duty of the State to enforce. But in 
the state of nature individuals had to defend their own 
rights and exact reparation for their own wrongs : therefore, 
private war, to obtain such reparation, had to he admitted 
^ Of. anU Leolure xn, pp. 181-183. 
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to be an inevitable incident of the state of nature — though 
not, as Hobbes paradoxically affirmed, its normal condition. 

This, then, being the now accepted view of the law and 
state of nature, how was the authority of government to be 
based on principles of natural right so conceived ? The 
accepted answer was that there were two such ways : it 
might be derived from an original consent of the people 
governed, or it might be based on conquest in a legitimate 
war. Sor it seemed that combatants repelling a violent 
aggression must have a natural right to kill the aggressors : 
and it seemed that if they must be allowed a right to kill, 
they must he allowed to inflict the milder penalty of servi- 
tude. 

§ 5. So far Locke accepts the traditional view of the origin 
of legitimate government : but at this point he introduces 
an important change. For you will observe that the 
doctrine, as I have so far stated it, might be used to justify 
the most unlimited despotism : if only it was admitted 
as was generally held — that every man has a natural right 
to deliver himself over into slavery. For thus the slavery 
of a people may result from an originally free consent, or 
as a deserved penalty for wrongful aggression. And in 
fact Grotius, in his epoch-making work on International 
Right in War and Peace, which appeared in a.b. 1625, does 
argue that a perpetual despotism may be legitimately estab- 
lished in either of these ways : — perpetual, since, as he says, 
“ the slavery of a people is naturally perpetual, because the 
succession of parts does not prevent it from continuing one 
people.’^ ^ 

Here Locke’s view is widely difierent. According to 
him no man has the right to consent to he a slave : for 
a man has no absolute power over his own life — suicide is 
not allowed by the law of nature— and therefore “ cannot, 

^ Griotius, Be Jure Belli ac Pads, Book n. ckap. v. § 32. Speaking 
broadly, the task of modem thought as regards Natural Bight was to apply 
to public law ideas and principles which the Boman jurists applied to priyate. 
The epoch-makingness of Grotius lies mainly in his application of it to 
international law. The importance of Locke’s work is its application to 

r iflJ'tutiori^l law. 
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by compact . . . enslave himsell to any one, nor put iimseli 
■under the absolute . . . power of another, to take away his life, 
when he pleases,’^ ^ Nor again can the aggression of ancestors 
justify the enforcement of servitude on their descendants for 
all time. Indeed, the state of natural independence is not to 
be regarded as something existing only in the remote past. It 
is a state out of which each individnal must be conceived to 
pass by his own consent expressly or tacitly given, before 
government has rights over him : only every one who owns 
property in a country — and even a temporary resident 
while he resides and so makes use of its land — ^must he 
understood to have consented to obey the government of a 
country so long as he so owns ox uses. 

And in conceiving the compact by which the govern- 
ment of a country was originally formed — as we have no 
direct evidence what it was — ^we must assume it to be such 
as men living in natural freedom and independence would 
reasonably combine to make : and if so, the government 
that results cannot have an arbitrary and unlimited power, 
For it cannot be supposed that men would give up their 
natural freedom and their natural right to prxnish aggression, 
except for the end of securing a better preservation of their 
lives, liberties and estates than they can provide for them- 
selves. The power of government, in short, is naturally and 
reasonably limited by the end for which it is instituted : 
and this end is to remedy the drawbacks of the state of 
natme. 

These drawbacks axe three. In Locke’s words : First, 
there wants an established, settled, known law, received and 
allowed hy common consent to be the standard of right and 
wrong, and the common measure to decide all controversies 
between them : for though the law of nature be plain 
and intelligible to all rational creatures ; yet men being 
biassed by their interest, as well as ignorant for want of 
study of it, are not apt to allow of it as a law binding to 
them in the application of it to their particular cases. 

Secondly, in the state of nature there wants a known 

^ Locke, Treatise on Civil CovertiftienU Book n, chap, IV. § 23. 
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and indifierent judge, witli authority to determine all differ- 
ences according to the established law : for every one in 
that state being both judge and executioner of the law of 
nature^ men being partial to themselves, passion and revenge 
is very apt to carry them too far, and with too much heat in 
their own cases ; as well as negligence, and unconcernedness, 
make them too remiss in other men^s, 

“ Thirdly, in the state of nature there often wants power 
to back fmd support the sentence when right, and to give it 
due execution. They who by any injustice offended, will 
seldom fail, when they are able, by force to make good their 
injustice ; such resistance many times makes the punish- 
ment dangerous, and frequently destructive, to those who 
attempt it.” ^ 

In short, the state of nature is wanting in these three 
respects — clear definition of the law ; impartial applica- 
tion ; completely effective enforcement. These drawbacks 
make the state of nature certainly unsafe and uneasy — 
though not the condition of mere perpetual war and misery 
that Hobbes held it to be — and hence it is reasonable for 
men to submit to the limitation of their natural rights 
which government entails, if government will provide a 
remedy for these drawbacks. But it would be unieasom 
able for them to submit except on this condition. Hence 
the power of government must he understood to be limited 
by the condition that it is to be used in the execution of 
established known laws, applied by impartial judges ; and 
the further condition that it is not to take the property of 
the governed without their consent given personally or by 
deputy. For — and this is an important and original point 
in Locke — the individuars right of property is not de- 
rived from government or from any compact with other 
men. It is derived from the natural right of any individual 
to material things with which he has mixed his labour — 
provided that his appropriation of them leaves “ enough, and 
as good ... in common for others.” ^ The goods of the earth 

^ Locke, op. cit. Book n. chap ix. §§ 124'126. 

2 Op. cit. Book II. chap, v, § 27. 
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in tlie state of natme are by natural right coramou : but a 
mau^s labour in the same state is manifestly his own : and 
when he has invested the latter in any port.ion of the 
former, it becomes by right his own — provided the oppor- 
tunities of others are unimpaired. This right, then, is 
independent of and prior to the compact from which 
government springs : accordingly, it cannot be supposed 
that any reasonable man would give the government ho 
agrees to establish a right to take his property without his 
consent. If government does not fulfil these conditions, 
it it has recourse to arbitrary coercion- — outside the due 
enforcement of law — and to taxation to which consent has 
not been given, then it violates the ends for which govern- 
ment was instituted, and the governed have a right to 
regard the compact as dissolved. 

On the other hand, the governed, though they had an 
original right to choose any form of government they liked, 
have not a right to change it when once chosen, so long as 
it fulfils the conditions of its trust. But when any govern- 
ment comes to an end — either naturally, as when a royal 
family dies out, or through violation of trust — then tho 
supreme legislative power reverts to the people, to keep or 
bestow at its free choice. The people may thus be said to 
have inaUenably and perpetually a latent sovereignty, but 
only latent. 

One more condition has to be named. The supreme 
government originally appointed by the people has no 
right to transfer its power to others. No such transfer 
has any validity. Now the supreme organ of government 
is necessarily the organ that makes the laws, not the organ 
that carries them out : i.e. the legislature— in England the 
king and the two chamhers — , not the executive — the long 
without the chambers : if, therefore, the legislature is 
changed from that originally appointed — changed either 
with its own consent or otherwise — the duty of obedience 
to it ceases. And the legislature is changed, says Locke, 
when a prince who is only one part of the legislature, 
subverts or suspends the laws laid down by the legislature 
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and requires his own arbitrary commands to be obeyed instead. 
Also, tbe legislature is in effect changed when tbe prince 
hinders it from assembling in due time or from acting 
freely : or if by his arbitrary power he alters the electors 
or ways of election without the consent and contrary to the 
common interest of the people : or finally, it he delivers 
the people into subjection to a foreign power. A prince 
who does these things alters the constitution which his 
people has agreed to obey : and thereby loses his claim to 
their obedience. And this, the Whigs claimed, was what 
James II. had done or sought to do. 



LECTURE XXV 

POLITICAL THOUGHT : LOOKE TO MONTESQUIEU 

§ L In my last lecture I gave a brief sketcb of the views 
of Hobbes and Locke : Hobbes representing in the region of 
ideas the movement which is carrying Western Europe from 
the divided authority and imperfect pohtical order and 
coherence of the Middle Ages, to the modern state formed 
on a monarchical basis ; Lockers doctrine corresponding to 
the exceptional course of events which established con- 
stitutional instead of absolute monarchy in England ; 
Hobbes writing at the crisis of the Great Rebellion and 
supplying a theory of legitimate government which would 
do equally well for Charles or Cromwell, but would re- 
pudiate any division of powers ; Locke’s book appearing 
immediately after the Great Revolution of 1688, and 
giving the theory on which it was defended.^ 

Let us observe the notions common to the two. Both 
start with the conception of a state of nature, in which adult 
men are jurally independent, no one having a right to govern 
any other — ^whatever he may do by the exercise of force. 
Both agree in regarding an “ original compact of such 
oxi^ahy independent persons as the normal method of 
establishing a legitimate government. I may add that both 
recognise also conquest as a source of governmental rights, 
though Hobbes holds that here too there is a compact between 
victor and vanquished, while Locke holds that only conquest 

^ It gives, of course, ratter tte doctrine on which the reyolntioii was justi- 
fied by constitutional theorists than the view with which it was made, 

^64 
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in a just war can establish, rightful dominion, and that only 
over the persons who took part in the wax. 

You will note that the question in all this discussion is 
a jural one. It is not the question how government came 
to be, but how it came to be legitimate. Of this compact 
seemed the normal explanation. Now it might seem that 
if the rights of government depend on an ancient compact, 
the problem of determining them is one for the historian. 
But neither Hobbes nor Locke actually use a historical 
method, except subordinately for confirmation of their 
conclusions. Hobbes indeed repudiates it in principle,^ 
and though Locke is hardly prepared to go so far 
he does so practically, for he determines what the com- 
pact must be supposed to have been by considering 
the ends which reasonable beings in a state of nature 
must be supposed to have had in view in entering into a 
compact. 

Both again apply their opposed doctrines of unlimited and 
limited powers of government respectively to ail forms of 
government. Hobbes’s absolute sovereign may be one, few, or 
the whole people acting corporately : though he has a prefer- 
ence for monarchy. Similarly Lockers theory admits all forma 
of government, if only their exercise of power conforms to his 
conditions ; the original compact may constitute democracy, 
oligarchy, monarchy, or any mixed form ; to whichever 
form may have been selected, obedience wifi, be due so long 
as it is faithful to its trust and no longer. But as Hobbes 
has a preference for monarchy, so Locke, on the other hand, 
regards as preferable a government in which the legislative 
power is separated from the executive, and is put wholly ox 
mainly into the hands of “ divers persons ” who make laws 
as a body which they have afterwards to obey as indi- 
viduals. It is preferable, because it avoids the temptation 
to human frailty which is given, when the same persons who 
have the power of making laws, have also in their hands 
the power to execute them, whereby they may exempt them- 
selves from obedience to the laws they make, and suit the 

^ Of. Lemathan, end of ohap. xx. 
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law, both, in its making, and execution, to their own private 
advantage/^ ^ 

And when this separation is effected, the legislature is 
natnxally and necessarily supreme over the executive : 
since the organ that carries out the laws must neces- 
sarily be subordinate to the organ that makes them. 
It is true that where, as in England, the supreme head of 
the executive is also a part of the legislature, and so has 
no legislative superior, there is an admissible sense, in which 
he may be called supreme or sovereign — as in fact he is 
traditionally called. But it remains true that he is only a 
part of the really supreme or sovereign portion of the 
government : and the oaths of allegiance and fealty taken 
to him are taken to him not as supreme legislator, but as 
supreme executor of the law made by him jointly with others. ^ 
This is how Locke meets Hobbes’s argument that the 
hereditary monarch has for so many centuries been alone 
called sovereign in England. The answer is, Where the 
legislature is distinct from the executive, the legislature 
must be supreme : and for centuries the monarch in England 
has only been a part of the legislature. 

Hence, it was argued, when the monarch subverts or 
suspends the laws as laid down by Parliament, or alters 
the election or ways of election to the House of Commons 

without the consent, and contrary to the common interest 
of the people,” or hinders Parliament from assembling in its 
due time, or from acting freely ” : he in effect changes the 
established legislature. So again, when as head of the 
executive he sets up his arbitrary will against the laws he 
is appointed to carry out, or when he employs the force 
treasure and offices of the Society to corrupt the lepiesenta- 
tives and gain them to Ms purposes,” he acts contrary to 
his trust. In either case his right to the obedience of his 
subjects is forfeited, and they may legitimately set up a 
new monarch in his place.^ 

But how does Locke answer Hobbeses strongest argument 

1 liocko, ojD* cit chap. sdi. § US. ^ Op, cii ohap. sui. 

® Op, o%t, ohap. xix. 
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that il conditions are thus introduced into the fimdamental 
compact on which government is based, anarchy comes in ? 
Partly he admits it. Anarchy does come in: the right 
that the governed have to resist a government that violates 
its trust is not a right that belongs to the state of political 
order : it is a reversion to the right of resistance to wrong 
which belongs to the state of nature. This Locke fully 
admits ; and with fine rhetorical effectiveness he turns the 
argumentp against his opponent. Herein lies, he says, the 
great heinousness of the crime of a government that violates 
its trust that they bring in the evils of anarchy.^ 

But let us not exaggerate the danger : ib is not lightly 
that a people can be got to face the diffLOulties and dangers 
and inevitable evils of a revolution ; it is only a grave 
and persistent violation of trust by their established govern- 
ment which will make them do this. And indeed, he 
contends, by estabhshing a general recognition that the 
power of government is a trust held under conditions and 
not an arbitrary power, you really diminish rather than 
increase the danger of rebellion and anarchy : for you 
diminish the danger of oppression, and history shows that 
whatever theories thinkers may lay down, oppression will 
in fact lead to revolution. 

§ 2. When we pass from the seventeenth to the 
eighteenth century in tracing the development of political 
thought in modem Europe, the main interest of the student 
begins in England, but before the middle of the eighteenth 
century passes to Erance. Even, I think, for a Erenchman 
who is tracing the chief factors in the movement of thought 
that led up to the great revolution of 1789, Hobbes and 
Locke are more important than any French writers of the 
seventeenth century. And even for Englishmen who are 
studying the history of political ideas with a special interest 
in the antecedents of modern England — even they, I think, 
about the middle of the century must temporarily transfer 
their main attention from England to France. For in 
English political thought in the latter half of the eighteenth 
1 O'p, cit chap. xix. 
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centuiy tlxe most mteiestiiig elements may be traced to 
Frencli influence — influence eitlier positive and directly 
stimnlatmg, or stimulating indirectly by rousing vehement 
antagonism.^ 

In the first half of the century the movement of thought 
in England is rather languid, but for the careful student 
it has the interest which sometimes attaches to a dull and 
stagnant period, intervening between two periods of in- 
tellectual stress and movement : one can trace m it the 
fading out of old manners of thought and the nascent efforts 
to get to new points of view. 

Locke’s view of the fundamental social compact as source 
and limit of governmental right is widely accepted, but to 
a great extent with mere conventional acceptance and not 
with vital grasp. So far as thought is exercised on it, the 
development it undergoes is in the direction of separating 
the practical question, How are the duties and rights of 
government here and now to be determined 'I from the 
historical — or prehistoric — inquiry. On what terms did our 
ancestors originally consent to obey government ? It was 
more and more felt — and not only by persona of revolu- 
tionary tendencies — that the former question ought not to 
be determined by the result of the latter inquiry. Suppose 
our ancestors did commit the “ grave absurdity ” of letting 
themselves he taxed without their consent : is that any 
reason why we should for aU time submit to the intoler- 
able consequences of their folly ? No, answers (e.gr.) a most 
moderate and sober Professor of Moral Philosophy, Francis 
Hutcheson, who taught in Glasgow from A,n. 1730 to 1746, 
we are free from the obhgation of such an unreasonable com- 
pact, and ‘‘ may insist upon a new model of pohty.’’ ^ "VV^ith 
this qualification, Locke’s views are accepted as orthodox 
Whig doctrine ; but the interest taken in them is not 
very keen ; while the opposing doctrine of the divine right 
of kings, against which Locke’s argument was primarily 

^ As examples of ihe latter I may just mention tlie writmgs of Burke, our 
greatest Tvrifcer of this period. 

Hutcheson, System of Moral Philosophy t Book m, ohap. v. § 4. 
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directed, tkough. it continued to be preached from pulpits, 
had ceased altogether to have any serious influence in what 
I may call the week-day world. Thus it is treated as an 
antiquated absurdity, too childish for refutation, by Boling- 
broke, who does the chief political thinking for what Mr. 
Leslie Stephen styles the Walpole Era/’ 

In the history of Political Philosophy Bolingbroke hardly 
deserves a place, but the history of political thought or 
ideas is riot exactly the same thing, and in the history of 
English political ideas he cannot be passed over ; since he 
was not only the 

. . . guide, philosopher, and friend ^ 

of the growing parliamentary opposition to Walpole 
(a.b, 1725-174:1); his ideas not only throw valuable 
light on the contemporary phase of our constitution ; 
they lived on after his political career was over, and 
had considerable eilect on the course of English politics. 
We may trace their eflect even in the more profoixnd 
and limpid political reflections of Hume. Thus in the 
Bissertatian on Parties in which his long opposition to 
Walpole was summed up, he anticipates Hume in drawing 
attention to the peculiar position of English parliamentary 
parties imder the flrst two Hanoverian kings. The Whigs, 
by the very force of their triumph, had become the party 
of the court : the Tories had no less inevitably gone into 
opposition to the reigning monarch. Thus each party 
found itself driven by circumstances into collision with its 
original principles. Parties in ^ this condition naturally 
tend to degenerate into factions : and the consequent evils 
are impressively driven home by Bolingbroke. To his 
influence perhaps is partly due the deeply unfavourable 
view of political parties which prevails in the succeeding 
generation — ^in spite of the fact that they axe the recog- 
nised instruments of parliamentary government. I do not 
know any vigorous defence in English literature of the 
working of parliamentary party combination, until the flne 

^ Pope, Bamj on Man, Ep. iv. 
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outburst at the end of Burke’s Thoughts on the Present 
Discontents — ^nearly thirty years after Walpole’s fall, 

Wlat then was Bolingbroke’s political ideal ? A rather 
vague and superficial one, wMok I only notice because of 
the special importance of English constitutional history in 
the political development of Western Europe, He wants, 
for the protection of hberty, to maintain the “ balance of 
the constitution” ; and, to this end, he wishes to put an 
end to the corruption that is threatening the independency 
of Parliament, by forming a real “ country party ” in which 
the distinctions of Whig and Tory are to be obliterated. 
He does not see — ^what is evident to the more disengaged 
and penetrating reflection of Hume — ^that it is in fact 
corruption, or at least the influence of the Crown over 
members by places and pensions, which sustains in the 
eighteenth century the balance between Crown and 
Commons. Destroy this influence, and the tendency of 
the new constitution would inevitably be — as subsequent 
history has shown — to transfer power from the Crown to 
ministers appointed by Parliament. Bolingbroke will not 
see this, he expounds his “ Idea of a Patriot Idng,” who is 
to dispense with corruption, and yet to govern as well as 
reign, to put an end to the mischief of faction and at the 
same time maintain the balance of the constitution. 

The idea was essentially impractical but it had practical 
efiects : as a Quarterly reviewer says, it contributed in no 
smaU degree to briag about that great revolution which 
transformed the Toryism of Filmer and Eochestex into 
the Toryism of Johnson and Pitt ” ^ — substituting as the 
object of loyal devotion, instead of the king claiming 
obedience in virtue of divine right, a king demanding and 
winning it through his patriotic superiority to party, and 
his steady undivided concern for the true interests of the 
country. Such was doubtless the ideal which George HI. 
formed at the outset of his reign ; and — ^though any idea 
of dispensing with corruption must have soon vanished — 
it was partly by appealing to the strong body of vague 
^ Quarterly Review, vol. oli. (for 1881), p. 343, 
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sentiment existing in the nation in support of this ideal 
that George III. and the younger Pitt crushed the Whigs 
in 1783. 

In tracing the influence of Bolingbroke I have been 
carried beyond the period in which he hved and wrote. 
The thought of this period, taken as a whole, seems to me 
characterised, as I have said, by a feeling of languor after 
conflict and perhaps some little disappointment at the results 
of the Glmous Eevolution. The end so vehemently sought 
has been reached : the reign of law is established and 
monarchy brought decisively within the control of Parlia- 
ment in legislation and taxation : the “ balance ’’ of the 
constitution seems tolerably secure. But the pride English- 
men feel in their balanced constitution is somewhat tem- 
pered by an uneasy conviction that Parliament actually is 
a nest of oligarchical factions, brought into precarious and 
unstable concord with the Crown by corruption. 

^ Then in 174:8 Montesquieu’s Esprit Acs his appears : 
and Englishmen suddenly find their constitution idealised 
and set on a pedestal for the admiration of cultivated 
Europe, as one framed for securing liberty more completely 
than even the democratic republics of ancient fame. And 
Montesquieu’s subtle, thorough, and highly eulogistic analysis 
of the Enghsh constitution not only directed the attention 
of foreign observers to it, but led Englishmen themselves 
both to feel greater pride in it and to take a somewhat new 
view of its characteristics.^ 

§ 3. We may observe as we pass, just before the middle 
of the century, from English writers to French — as the tide 
of pre-revolutionary thought begins to rise — ^the different 

1 The statement of tliis view most familiar to Englishmen is that found 
in Blackstone (Book I. chap, ii.), the first volume of whoso famous com- 
mentaries was published in 17 66. Blackatone was professionally expounding 
the laws of England and not any political theory : but in order to meet the 
taste of cultivated readers and attain the very remarkable success which his 
exposition achieved, it was necessary that his account of legal details should 
be rounded off in a setting of political theories : and the material of this was 
very largely taken from Montesquieu — though, after the fashion of the 
time, it was taken without aolmowledgment. 
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lolaiion of theory to fact as between the English and 
French revolutions. Neither Hobbes nor Locke was directly 
an important cause of political effeetKS ; Hobbes’s book 
anticipated but hardly influenced the reaction from the 
rebellion ; Locke’s work justified a revolution that was over. 
The Fieneh writers prepared the way for one that was to 
come. Open a French history of political ideas : — I can re- 
commend Janet’s Histoire de la politique as a work of solid 
value, though not free from serious errors — open Janet 
and you will find the Esprit des lois of Montesquieu, 
which Janet regards as “undoubtedly the greatest work of 
the eighteenth century,” classed with Eousseau’s Contrat 
social as forming. together the Hterary source and spring of 
the revolutionary movement. 

It is true that an English reader of the former work finds 
now some difficulty in understanding how it could aid a 
movement of which the ideal aim was to realise a political 
order based on eternal, immutable, and universally applicable 
principles of natural right. For the originality and interest of 
Montesquieu for us hes largely in the fact thab he represents 
the first great systematic introduction of the historical 
method into modern jurisprudence and politics : and the 
historical method, we think, is as hostile to the a priori 
method of Eousseau, and his assumption of universally 
applicable principles of political construction, as water is 
to fire. Hence I am not surprised that Maine ^ regards 
Montesquieu’s influence as opposed to and overborne by 
Eousseau’s. I think this is a misleading view, and that 
Janet’s is much truer : but I am not surprised at Maine’s 
mistake, for in fact Montesquieu’s fundamental doctrine is 
that laws and forms of government cannot properly be 
judged to be good ox bad abstractly and universally, but 
only historically and relatively. He maintained firstly 
that in judging of the goodness and badness of particular 
laws and political institutions, they have to be considered 
in relation to the form of government of the society in 
which they are established — a law that is expedient and 
^ Ano%eni Law, oliap, iv. 
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good for a monarcliy or an aristocracy may be bad for a 
democracy and vice versa. And be maintained secondly 
that tbe goodness of forms of government should be con- 
sidered not abstractly bnt in relation to tbe varying nature, 
habits, circumstances, of tbe particular portions of tbe 
human race in which these different forms have actually 
been established. The question whether a people should 
have a democratic government is one, according to Montes- 
quieu, which we cannot answer without knowing that 
people, if I may so say, within and without : its morality 
may be too feeble to maintain the strain of repubhcan 
institutions ; or its climate may be so hot that it falls 
inevitably into despotism. 

These two main theses, on the relativity of laws to 
government, and of government to conditions internal 
and external, are enforced and illustrated with a great 
wealth of learning, much origmahty and insight, and 
even more ingenuity and suggestiveness ; and it is easy to 
understand how the book had a brilliant literary success. 
But how could it be a source of the revolutionary move- 
ment ? The explanation is that Montesquieu’s historical 
impartiality is limited, and does not exclude very decided 
preferences for one form of government over another. He 
is concerned to point out that the three forms of govern- 
ment which he recognises as fundamentally distinct in their 
natures and principles — ^republic, monarchy, and despotism 
— are suited to different peoples and require respectively 
different kinds of laws to keep them going : but he does 
not therefore stand neutral as regards their principles : on 
the contrary, the principles as he presents them differ as 
light, twilight, and darkness. 

The principle of a republic — the spring of action 
which it requires to keep it going and which, as long 
as republican government really flourishes, it maintains 
in effective operation — is Political Virtue, i.e. patriotism 
and public spirit and the readiness to perform public 
duty at any sacrifice of private interest. And this 
virtue, he says, is more characteristic of the democratic 
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republic than of the aristocratic ; the latter is indeed 
more perfect tlie more it approaches to the former.^ 
Such Tiitue is not similarly needed ia a monarchy — and 
by monarchy you are to understand the West European 
monarchy of his time, of which France was the most 
splendid example — ; it does not need political virtue as a 
republic does, and this is fortunate, as it certainly does not 
foster such virtue and therefore would not have it to draw 
on in any adequate degree if it did require^ it. The 
mainspring by which monarchy works is Honour : the 
sense of honour of privileged classes — especially nobles 
and heads of the legal profession — occupying an inter- 
mediate position between the monarch and the mass of 
his subjects. This sense of honour is, he says, at once a 
source of strength to monarchy, as producing a more 
devoted and energetic obedience on the part of these 
privileged persons, so long as the monarch respects their 
traditional privileges and rules ; at the same time it is a 
source of an clastic resistance, if he tries to override them, 
I call it elastic resistance, because it is a resistance which 
the monarches undisputed authority can overbear at any 
point on which he concentrates his will : but it is in 
practice an effective check, and, as I said before,® constitutes 
in Montesquieu’s view a fundamental distinction between 
West European monarchy and Oriental despotism, where 
all are equal in slavery and the mainspring by which 
government works is pure Fear. 

Well, you see what Montesquieu^s historical impartiality 
comes to ! It is true that he does not recommend demo- 
cracy as a practical ideal to his fellow-countrymen : his 
practical aim is rather to save the French monarchy from 
the dangerous tendency he sees in it to decline into 
despotism, and he hopes to do this by laying stress on the 
value to both monarch and people of the sense of honour 
of the nobles and esprit de corps of the lawyers, as at 

^ Tids subordination of the difference between aristocraoy and democracy 
is peculiar to Montesc[uieu. 

* Lecture xxm. pp, 338, 339. 
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once supplying the monaxch -witli better instiuments for 
governmental work than mere slaves can over be, and 
imposing an elastic but real check on his arbitrary caprice. 
But though Montesquieu does not recommend the demo- 
cratic republic, he employs his stores of historical knowledge 
and the whole force of his rhetoric to spread a reasoned 
admiration of it as the form of government that at once 
requires and fosters patriotism and public spirit. This 
idea that republics are pre-eminent in — ^we may almost say 
have a monopoly of — political virtue, may be called the 
main historical element of Erench revolutionary thought : 
and perhaps it did as much even as the idea of natural 
liberty and equality, and the idea of the inahenable and 
indivisible sovereignty of the people, to rouse the fixe of 
revolutionary ardour. 

§ 4. But this is not Montesquieu's only contribution to 
the ‘'ideas of 1789/' nor is it that which has in the long 
run been of most efiect in the constitution-making to which 
the revolution of 1789 gave the first impulse. In the long 
run, it is not the democratic republic of the Graeco-Eoman 
world which has furnished the pattern for modern popular 
government : but rather that other constitution which 
Montesquieu singles out for admiration — the English con- 
stitution as settled by the revolution of 1688. 

The importance of Montesquieu's account of the British 
constitution lies in his clear perception — in spite of his 
admiration for democratic republics — that a democratic 
constitution is not necessarily the freest, i.e. not necessarily 
constructed so as to give the riiaximum of protection to the 
reasonable liberty of individuals. He knew, iadeed, from 
history, that a democratic majority might be as tyrannical, 
in the way of unjust coercion of individuals, as any despot 
could be. On the other hand, he finds that pohtical liberty 
is, in a unique and remarkable degree, the aim of the 
complex arrangements of English constitutional monarchy. 
If we examine it, he says, we shaU find that “ liberty appears 
in it as in a mirror." ^ 

^ JBsprit des loiS) Book xi. chap, v. 
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The fundaraeiital principle in Montesquieu’s view on 
which a government adapted for xeahsing lil)ert7 must he 
constructed is that of separation of the fundamental powers 
of government, and a balanced distribution of them among 
different organs, differently appointed bodies or individuals, 
so that by the natural play of the whole organisation, any 
tendency to oppression on the part of any one organ of 
government may be checked by another. Thus he follows 
Locke in advocating the separation of the legislative from 
the executive power. The legislature should only have the 
power of making general laws, not of decreeing any 
particular act of administration, though it may with ad- 
vantage control by criticism the acts of the executive. The 
assent of the head of the executive should be required for 
laws, — ^to prevent any undue encroachment of the legislature 
— ^but he should not be able to make laws. 

But he lays down further — a point Locke had not 
noticed— that the judicial power should be also separated 
from either of the other two ; if the judge was also the 
legislator, it would be difficult to keep him to the single- 
minded aim of interpreting established law. If the 
executive and judicial power were in the same hands, the 
danger of the combined power being used oppressively to 
private persons would be great. Moreover, Montesquieu 
holds that the “ terrible power ” of awarding punishment 
for crime should be given, as in England, not to a per- 
manent magistrate, but to juries drawn from time to time 
from the people at large ; and he lays stress on the security 
given hy the Habeas Corpus Act in England, by which the 
power of the executive to imprison citizens before trial is 
severely limited. 

Legislation and taxation should be entrusted, as in 
England, to an assembly chosen by the whole body of really 
independent citizens divided in local divisions ; but this 
assembly, again, should be checked by a body of nobles, 
to prevent oppression of the minority of rich and dis- 
tinguished persons. 

It is only by such a constitution as this, a carefully 
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balanced system of mutually cliecking powerSj that we can 
efCcctively secure political liberty secure that is, that “ no 
one can be either constrained to do what he is not legally 
bound to do, or prevented from doing anything legally 
permissible/’ i Montesquieu’s ideal therefore — ^his practi- 
cable ideal — is the British constitution idealised. 

This principle of the separation of the three fundamental 
power»s of government forms a distinct and important 
element .of the revolutionary programme. Thus in the 
famous declaration of rights of November 1789> we find 
it emphatically stated that “ every society, in which . . . the 
separation of powers is not definitely determined, has really 
no constitution {n^ a 'point de constit ution ) . ’ ’ And another clause 
lays stress on the need of strictly limiting hy law the power 
of the executive to arrest and imprison private citizens. 
These are Montesquieu’s ideas : and his ideas as sup- 
ported by the example of the British constitution — or 
perhaps we should rather say the arrangements of the 
British consLitution as explained and interpreted by 
Montesqxiieu — have on the whole been a factor second to 
none in importance in the constitution-making of the 
century that followed the publication of the Esprit des lois. 

StiUj in the movement of thought finally summed up in 
the Declaration of Bights that I have quoted, his infiuence 
is quite subordinate to Eoussean’s. Indeed, if you want 
to have expressed in the form of summary resolutions the 
fundamental doctrines of Bousseau’s Gontmt social, you have 
only to read one after another the earlier clauses of this 
declaration. 


iSj Booli XI. cliap. iv* 



LECTUEB XXVI 

POLITICAL THOUaHT : THE INFLUENCE OP ROUSSEAU 

§1.1 BREW attention in the last lecture to the double point of 
view from which we have to legard Montesquieu — a double- 
ness expressed in the strihing contrast between the aspects 
in which he is presented, by Janet and Maine respectively. 

Janet, commencing Ms chapter on MontesquieuJ refers 
to the series of revolutions through which Erance has 
passed since 1T89, and says, How can we dismiss these 
memories from our minds, when we turn our thoughts to 
the books which have been the first source of all these 
changes (la premiere origine de tons ces mouvements), 1"^ Esprit 
des his and Ze Gontrat social ? Perhaps in this phrase Janet 
attributes, or may seem to attribute, too much to the influence 
of political ideas anrl Uterature and too httle to the influence 
of pohtical facts in the causation of the Prenoh Revolution 
and its consequences. But if we confine ourselves to 
the influence of ideas — ^the hterary source of the revolu- 
tionary movement — Janet’s statement is as true as so brief 
a statement can be, and certainly expresses the prevalent 
French opinion. 

On the other hand, Maine, in the interesting fourth 
chapter of Ancient Law, expresses an entirely difierent 
and apparently conflicting opinion. So far from regarding 
Montesquieu and Rousseau as co-operating to bring about 
the Revolution, he regards them as diametrically opposed. 
After describing the important part played by jurists in 

1 Sieioire de la poliiiquef vol, ii, Book iv. chap, r, 

^78 
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ITronci. Hstory, the enormous advantage ’’ gained 'by tie 
French kings in their struggle with the nobles and the 
Church by thcdr alliance with the lawyers, and the strong 
position they occupied as a privileged order, side by side 
with the feudal aristocracy, distributed over France in 
great chartered corporations, —he goes on to describe how 
they came to reconcile their speculative opinions and in- 
tellectual bias with their professional interests and habits 
by what I may call an enthusiastic Platonic love for the 
Law of Natnxe. France, he says, was actually subjeot to 
the curse of an anomalous and dissonant jurisprudence ” — 
a diversity and confusion of local laws, in spite of the 
political and social unity of the nation — beyond every 
other country m Europe ” : and the lawyers had a keen 
sense “ of those perfections of jurisprudence which consist in 
simplicity and uniformity.” But “ they believed, or seemed 
to believe, that the vices which actually invested French 
law were ineradicable ; and in practice they often resisted 
the reformation of abuses with an obstinacy which was not 
shown by many among their less enlightened countrymen. 
But there was a way to reconcile these contradictions. 
They became passionate enthusiasts for Natural Law. The 
Law of Nature overleapt all provincial and municipal 
boundaries ; it disregarded all distinctions between noble 
and burgess, between burgess and peasant ; it gave the 
most exalted place to lucidity, simplicity, and system ; but 
it committed its devotees to no specific improvement, and 
did not directly threaten any venerable or lucrative techni- 
cality.” ^ 

It is easy to understand how this fervid admiration fox 
the Law of Nature would aid a revolutionary movement, 
if ever an ardent and wide-reaching demand for political 
change became strong enough to overbear the interested 
conservatism of the legal profession ; and Maine goes on 
to describe how this flame of revolutionary enthusiasm was 
spread by Bousseau. But he speaks of Montesquieu’s ideas 
as working entirely, though on the whole inefiectively, in 
^ Maine, Ancient Law, p. 85 (3rd ed.). 
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tKe opposite direction. Montesqnien, he says, proceeded 
on that Historical Method before which the Law of Nature 
has neyer maintained its footing for an instant.” Why 
then did he not stem the revolutionary movement towards 
the realisation of the birthright of man ? Because, Maine 
says, his work “ was never allowed time ” to put forth its 
influence on thought, “ for the counter-hypothesis which it 
seemed destined to destroy passed suddenly from the forum 
to the street,” launched by Rousseau, “ that remarkable 
man who, without learning, with few virtues, and with no 
strength of character, has nevertheless stamped himself 
inefiaceably on history by the force of a vivid imagination, 
and by the help of a genuine and burning love for his 
fellow-men, for which much will always have to be 
forgiven him.” ^ 

In this conflict of authorities, I have no doubt of the 
truth of the statements on both sides. The influence of the 
Esprit des lois certainly aided the revolutionary movement, 
as Janet says. At the same time there is no doubt that 
Montesquieu’s ideas are, as Maine observes, essentially 
opposed to the fundamental assumption of Rousseau that 
there are immutable and universally applicable rules of 
Natural Right, in which alone man can find a legitimate 
basis for government. 

To turn the Platonic admiration for the Law of Nature 
as an ideal into a practical ardour for its realisation, and to 
extend it from the civil relations, with which alone the 
lawyers were concerned, to political or constitutional re- 
lations, was in Prance the work of Rousseau and his school. 
At the root of the revolutionary Utopias of the age we find 
the old time-honoured and accepted propositions of the Law 
of Nature, ^ that all men are naturally free/ and ‘ that aU men 
are naturally equal’ — only held with a quite novel heat of 
conviction, and used in a quite novel way as premisses to 
justify the naost startling and far-reaching political demoli- 
tion and reconstruction. 

§ 2. It is a commonplace that the absolute monarchy in 
1 O'p. oit pp. 86, 87. 
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i^rance had prepaied the way for revolution; but it was 
not only the absoluteness of the monarchy, it was also the 
manner in which it had grown out of feudalism. The 
monarchy, intent on its aim of concentrating all power in 
its own hands, had gone on the principle of bargaining with 
the other elements in the old feudal society which might have 
held it in check. Thus, by taking from the nobility their 
pohtical and all their most important social functions, it had 
rendered them largely useless incumbrances ; and in order to 
induce them to acquiesce with a good grace in this pohtical 
extinction it had left them pecuniary privileges to such an 
extent as to render them an intolerably expensive in- 
cumbrance. At the same time, in order to prevent them 
more effectually from ever taking up an attitude of rivalry or 
antagonism to the Crown, and gaining influence enough to do 
this, it had completed the severance of the leading nobility 
from the social functions naturally devolving on large landed 
proprietors by forming them into a large and splendid court, 
on which royal favour descended in the substantial form of 
gilded showers from the treasury, yet still was hardly lavish 
enough to make up for the expenditure entailed by the 
splendour. 

Politically and administratively the system of Louis XIY. 
was in many respects a success. The splendour of Versailles 
seemed at once to represent fitly and to enhance the glory 
that Prance gained under his rule. The nobihty, on the 
whole, were fully content with the share they took ha this 
splendour ; and the centrahsed administration secured to the 
people generally many advantages — some protection from 
lawless personal oppression, some diffusion of enlightened 
procedure, etc. But financially it was fatally weak ; and 
its financial weakness riveted and aggravated crying social 
inequalities and misery, which were in some respects aU the 
worse because they were old, legal, consecrated by custom 
and history. 

Let us examine in detail these two mutually dependent 
facts*— a radically vicious system of governmental finance, 
and flagrant social inequality and oppression. We have to 
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go back to the fatal time when the coui’se of development 
of feudal into modern France definitely separated itself from 
the corresponding course of development in England ; when 
Charles VII. was allowed in A.n. 1439 to establish a taiUe 
perpStuelle, without the consent of the estates-general. 
Under the feudal system, as we have seen, the king, like 
any other feudal lord, provided his ordinary expenditure out 
of the revenues of his domains, while extraordinary expenses 
were provided for by voted contributions in which difEerent 
classes naturally took their fare share. But from the time 
that the shameful bargain was concluded under Charles VII, 
by which the nobles sacrificed constitutional liberty by 
allowing the power of the purse to be given up — '‘letting 
the people be taxed without their consent, provided only 
the nobles themselves were exempted ^ — ^inequality was 
estabhshed which the utmost efforts of enlightened ministers, 
Sully, Biohelieu, Colbert, were unable permanently to miti- 
gate. The taille (from which in feudal times the gentry 
were exempt, as a compensation for their being bound to 
military service) became the regular royal tax. 

Tocqueville describes aU the evils that come from this 
taxing of, “not those most able to pay, but those least 
able to resist.” ^ As I have just said, continual efforts were 
made to mitigate them, but— the government must have 
money, and when new direct taxes were imposed, which 
nominally fell equally on all, the vicious practice of con- 
ciliating the rich and powerful by mitigations was still kept 
up. The clergy, organised and having assemhhes, obtained 
avowed remissions, and the nobles in their private capacity 
obtained remissions in a less regular way. Again, the corvSe 
royale — ^forced labour at a low salary, originally for roads, 
but gradually extended to other public works — ^was main- 
tained, and made worse owing to the necessities of govern- 
ment ; while from this, too, the noble and his “ gens ” were 
exempted. 

Throughout the generation preceding the Bevolution we 

^ Tocq^ueville, L'Anc^en Regime et la Revoluhon, Book rr, okap, x. p, 169. 

^ Op, ciU Book H. ohap. x. p. 171. 
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see the Government trying more and more to aot paternally, 
but unable to do so from want of money and from this 
vicious system of taxation.^ Thus we have a Government 
needy, financially shifty, legally and iUegally oppressive ; 
and landed nobihty, landed clergy, exempt from taxation 
legally and illegally. 

But to oppressive exemptions we must add oppressive 
privileges. The peculiarity of the decay of feudalism ia 
France, ivhich rendered it the most appropriate soil for the 
Eevolution, is that — ^ihe general characteristic of feudalism 
being the blending of government and landed property in an 
elaborately graduated hierarchy — ^in Fiance in the eighteenth 
century all share in government had, as I have said, passed 
from the nobles ; while a whole system of dues and ex- 
emptions which originally belonged to them qua adminis- 
trators, and which could only be justified on this score, 
remained as sources of profit to individuals who were now no 
more than '' premiers habitants.’’ Of all the special rights 
of the nobihty, “ the pohtical part had disappeared ; the 
pecuniary part alone remained and had sometimes been much 
increased.’’ ^ Thus feudalism, having from a pohtical become 
a purely civil institution, had become a simple nuisance — 
especially to peasants who had become proprietors.® The 
poor peasant not only saw the rich noble exempt while 
he was himself burdened with taxation, forced to labour, 
forced to military service ; he also found himself forced to 
pay to the same noble in his private capacity a number of 
oppressive taxes. Had the peasant not been proprietor, he 
would not have felt many of them. Had he been governed 
by the seigneur, they would have seemed to him natural 
incidents of government. As it was, they galled Mm at 

^ See Tocq-ueville’s Ancien Rigxrat, Bookn. oka-p. x., for other shameleps 
expedients of the Government to obtain money. 

2 Op. cit Book n, ohap. i. pp- 60, 62. 

® Peasant proprietors were very numeronfl. Though the nobles and clergy 
each owned about one-fifth of the soil of Branoe, the number of proprietors 
does not sooin to have been much increased hy the sale of all the estates of the 
latter and a great part of the former at the Revolution. Of. Tocq^ueville, 
op. cii. Book n. chap. i. p. 58. 
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every turn ; while the burden oi expenditure imposed on 
the noble by custom rendered it difficult for him to abandon 
them. To all this we must add the old feudal right of 
administering justice — much restricted and decaying, but 
yet an abuse of real importance, often made a source of 
pecuniary profit by needy gentry ; and must also note 
the absenteeism of rich and great proprietors, and the 
poverty, isolation, and social uselessness of smaller ones, 
which rendered their rights practically more oppressive 
than they would otherwise have been. 

This state of things offered an exceptionally favourable 
soil for the growth of the sentiment of hberty and equahty 
preached by Eousseau, 

§ 3. There are two main aspects in which the work of 
Eousseau is commonly regarded by well-informed persons, 
on each of which it is important to dwell in order to get a 
fuU view of the whole of his extraordinary influence. He 
is regarded (1) as the apostle of Nature, in contrast with the 
artificiality and frivolity of “ so-called civilised existence,” 
and (2) as the apostle of the inalienable sovereignty of the 
people, a doctrine established by giving a new and striking 
turn to the old doctrine of the social contract. But I bhink 
Maine misunderstands the relation between the two aspects. 

He attributes to Eousseau the belief that a “ perfect 
social order could be evolved from the unassisted considera- 
tion of the natural state ” ; and by the natural state Maine 
means the original state, previous to the formation of civil 
society — as no doubt Hobbes and Locke would have meant. 
He tells us that in Eousseau’ s view “ every transformation 
of society which would give it a closer resemblance to the 
world over which the creature of nature reigned, is admirable 
and worthy to be effected at any apparent cost.” Every 
law or institution which would misbeseem this imaginary 
being under these ideal circumstances is to be condemned 
as having lapsed from an original perfection.” ^ 

Now, this view of Eousseau’s aims in the Oontrat social 
is rather widespread ; but though the mistake is — if I may 
1 Ancient Law, chap. iv. pp. 88, 89. 
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use the treacLorous word — very “natural/’ it is very com- 
plete. It is weak to say that Rousseau does not hold the 
view that Maine attributes to him : he does not hold any- 
thing of the kind. 

Rousseau’s work seized hold of the public mind at a 
time when — according to the almost unanimous agreement 
of French historical writers — ^the critical and negative work, 
of which Voltaire was the leader, was seriously demoral- 
ising the, educated world. It co-operated with and aided 
the tendency of the political conditions, due to the deliberate 
policy of the monarchy, to produce a luxurious and frivolous 
aristocratic society, of which the court was the centre. 

A wealthy and polite society from which the monarchy 
had, as we have seen, withdrawn almost all the steadying and 
ennobling influence exercised by the responsibilities of political 
power, the performance of serious and important social services 
to their fellow-men — such a society might yet be partially 
saved from mere frivolity by strong religious convictions 
having the support of thoughtful opinion and the prestige 
of eloquent expositors, as it had in the great days of the 
seventeenth-century monarchy. But when the hold of 
Catholic orthodoxy on the minds of most educated persons 
had been shattered by the unrivalled literary skiU of 
Voltaire ; and the talkers in salons and at dinner-parties 
talked — ^to use Berkeley’s phrase — “ as if atheism was 
established by law, and religion only tolerated ” ; when 
philosophy, following the new impulse to learn from 
England, had abandoned Descartes for Locke, and developed 
Locke’s teaching in the direction of materialism and sensa- 
tionalism in metaphysics, and naked egoism in morals, then 
the chief inteUeotual barrier against luxurious frivolity and 
artificiality was removed. 

“ The feudal aristocracy,” says Taine,^ became a “ soci4t4 
de salon,” — absorbed in the life of the salon to an un- 
paralleled extent, to the subordination of other interests and 
duties, to the loss not merely of all deep patriotic concern 
for pubUc aflairs, but of aU real force and vitality in the 

Origines de la France contem^oraine. L^Ancien Regime. L. re. ot. i, 

^0 
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domestic affections. Intellectual interestSj indeed, remain ; 
the salons follow, with sympathy and applause, the great 
enterprise of Diderot, d’Alembert, and their colleagues, to 
instruct manldnd ; but the interest in serious topics is only- 
on condition that the serious topics become a moans ol 
entertainment, and a source of richness and variety in 
conversation. So far as they believe in anything, these 
denizens of the salon believe in progress, progress of the 
species, progress of the arts and sciences — the spread of 
what the G-ermans call “ Aufklarung,” enlightenment in all 
directions. But the sole business of good society is to talk 
about this progress in the intervals of f^tes, bon mots, and 
badinage, and to employ the superfluous wealth of the 
nation in talking about it amid the utmost artificiality 
of costly grace and splendour. 

It was such a society as this that Eoussean startled, and 
to a remarkable extent passionately moved, by his preaching 
of the superiority of the natural life of man to the artificial 
product of civilisation. 

The first work that brought him into notice was a prize* 
essay, which not only won the prize ol the Academy at 
Dijon, but the applause of the metropolis. The question 
was whether the restoration (^.e. after the Middle Ages) of 
the sciences and arts has contributed to purify or corrupt 
manners. But Eousseau — ^inspired in a manner which, as 
he describes it, is almost ecstatic with the great theme of the 
superiority of Nature to Art — ^looks beyond restoration to 
the original establishment of sciences and arts, and maintains 
that rude, natural man, with his happy ignorance, trans- 
parent manners, and simple virtues, has lost far more than 
he has gained from the suspicion and treacheries, the 
arrogance and vanity, the pompous impostures, the useless 
speculations which the pursuit of knowledge has brought 
with it, and the vain luxury that has attended progress in 
the arts. And the thesis was maintained, in various forms 
and manners, through a series of treatises, in which we ought 
not to attempt to find complete consistency of view, but in 
which there certainly appears a unity of tone and sentiment. 
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It ia not within the limits of my present task to go 
further into this side of Rousseau’s work ; but, briefly, he is 
certainly an admirer of the noble savage ’’ as he existed 
prior to political society ; and it is natural to suppose that 
his object in the Oontrat Social is to imitate this state of 
nature as far as possible, and that he thinks this may be 
perfectly done by the social contract. But, as I say, it is 
a complete mistake. The mistake is due to the fact that the 
old 2:)rofound and inyeteiate fusion in the word natural ” 
of the idea of what originally was ” and of what ought 
to be ’’ has — to an important extent — disappeared from 
Rousseau’s political ideas, while it still remains in his 
language. Rousseau’s practical aim, iu political construction, 
is to have a constitution in which justice is realised, and he 
considers that justice can only be realised in a constitution 
based on the principles of what he still, with others, calls 
Natural Right [droit naturel), i.e. the principle of which, as 
Maine says, the dignity and claims were admitted with 
unqualified eulogy by the pre-revolutionary jurists, not in 
Trance only, but in continental Europe generally. 

But, in the jurist’s conception of Natural Law {droit naturel) ^ 
the prominent and important content of the notion had always 
been — ^not the application of the rules, so-called, to a 
supposed original condition of man, prior to the formation 
of political societies, but — the universality of their appli- 
cation to man as man, as contrasted with the restricted 
application of the laws of any particular political society to 
the members of that society. And with this, as we have 
seen, was joined a conception of the permanence and im- 
mutability of Natural Law, applicable to man as a rational 
being, and discoverable by abstract reason, as compared 
with the mutable character of the laws of any particular 
state. 

That political and social order should be in harmony 
with Natural Right was a commonplace ; and that by 
Natural Right was meant certain external and immutable 
principles, even Montesquieu had not expressly disputed. 
This conception of Natural Right Rousseau maintained ; it 
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is fundamental in his political reasoning. So far^ Maine is 
doubtless not misleading. 

The mistake is to suppose that Rousseau regards droit 
naturel as realised in the original state of man — ^the state 
of savage nature which in his Discourse on Inequality ^ ho 
begins by describing : what he calls the “ veritable state of 
nature.’’ On this point Rousseau’s language is quite ex- 
plicit and unmistakable. Original man, in the veritable 
state of nature, does not live by jus naturae^ droil naturel, 
because he has no notion of jus or droit at all, — not the 
least notion,” says Rousseau, ‘^of mine and thine, no true 
idea of justice ... no vices or virtues . . . unless we use 
these terms in the sense of qualities conducive to his own 
conservation.” This is almost like Hobbes : but Rousseau 
considers that Hobbes errs in attributing to original man 
passions leading to conflict which would not really be found 
in him in the state of nature?^ Rousseau’s man is a more 
isolated and self-suffioient being, '' without need of his 
fellows or desire to harm them ” ; and hence though he 
^treasonably attributes to himself a right to all things of 
which he has need,” the danger to other men from this 
predominance of the impulse to self-preservation was at its 
minimum — ^besides which each one’s self-love is moderated by 
pity, which in this primitive condition “ takes the place of 
laws, manners, and virtue.” 

The original state of nature, then, though it is, if not 
perhaps the happiest, at any rate the freest from inequality, 
is certainly not a state in which jus naturae is realised. 
And though in the later state — on the whole the happiest 
— ^that Rousseau afterwards describes, in which a certain 
amount of sociability has begun, he supposes a sort of pro- 
perty in dwellings — ^huts of branches and clay — he is careful 
to represent the respect for this property as due less to a 
sense of the right of property than a sense of the inex- 
pediency of trying to appropriate one’s neighbour’s hut. 
He tells us that as — ^in this new situation — domestic affec- 
tions, arts of manufacture, and especially social Ufe with 
^ Piscov/TB mr VOngine de VlnegaliU par mi le^ Bommes, 
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song and dance, developed, tlie desixo of consideration led 
to a sense of injury. But the first rules of justice ” do 
not come in till property is recognised, and property does 
not come in till the fatal arts of metallurgy and agriculture 
have produced the great revolution which destroyed this 
second, happiest state, when families were domestic and 
social, but independent. 

It is evident, therefore, that in desiring to construct a 
politicaU order founded on droit naturel, Rousseau has no 
notion of even imitating, much less perfectly realising, 
the ve'iitable &;at de nature. That has gone for ever. 
Natural man had the advantage of independence : in the 
true state of nature (unlike Hobbes’) he has at once no need 
of others, and no inclination to hurt them : but Rousseau is 
as far as any man from the wish to transform society in a 
way which would make it resemble as closely as possible 
this original condition of independence. This man has lost : 
his best substitute for it is complete dependence on a 
general will, of which his own will is merely an element. 
Indeed, Rousseau is so far from thinking that — ^to use 
Maine’s words — a perfect social order could be evolved 
from the unassisted consideration of the natural state,’’ 
that he expressly says that no social order can be perfect, 
just because it is not natural. “ Everything that is not in 
nature has its inconveniencea, and civil society more than 
all else {plusque tout le res^e).” ^ 

Indeed, I may almost say — paradoxical as it will sound 
— ^that Rousseau resembles Hobbes more than any other 
writer, certainly comes next to Hobbes, in the extent of the 
difference that he conceives between natural and social man : 
and hence the resemblance which we find between the social 
contracts of Rousseau and Hobbes, in spite of the great con- 
trast between them. With Rousseau as with Hobbes the 
natural man in his primitive condition was absolutely in- 
dependent of others : the difference is that with Rousseau 
he was not at war with others : he had no need of their aid, 
but neither had he any need of hurting them^ But this 
1 Du Contrat Social, Book m. chap. xv. 
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independence, lie holds, ceased in the very early stages of 
the process of civilisation ; and from the moment that one 
man had need of the help of another, as soon as it was 
perceived to be profitable for one man to have provisions 
for two,*' ^ the equality and happiness of the early state was 
lost, and mankind went rapidly down into a state of war 
resembling Hobbes’. But from this there is no restoring 
them to their original independence, according to Bousseau : 
to save man from slavery, our only resource lies ijx a con- 
tract which places him in complete dependence on others, — 
complete, though mutual and equal. The individual, in 
Rousseau’s political system, surrenders his own will to the 
will of the body of which he becomes a member, as com- 
pletely and unconditionally as he does in Hobbes’ system, 
save in the one point of the revocabiUty of the contract. 
The natural man is in idea at least annihilated, to live 
again as the civic man or citizen, the member ox part of a 
corporate whole. 

§ 4. The movement of thought which culminates in the 
revolutionary doctrine is, as we have seen, merely the last 
stage of a process which carries us back beyond the begin- 
ning of modern history. It is an attempt to determine the 
structure and powers of government on principles of abstract 
justice ; and the source of these principles is distinctly to 
be traced back to the Law of Nature ” as conceived and 
applied by Roman lawyers under the influence of later 
Greek philosophy. This process of development I will now 
briefly sum up. The characteristic of the revolutionary 
doctrine is that it rests on two or three very simple prin- 
ciples : (1) that men are by nature free and equal ; (2) 
that the rights of government must be based on some com- 
pact freely entered into by these equal and independent 
individuals ; (3) that the only compact at once just to the 
individuals and sufficient for social union is one in which 
each individual becomes an indivisible part of a body that 
retains an inalienable right of determining its own internal 
constitution and legislation — a sovereign people. These are 
^ Diacours svr VOrigine de VInigahte. 
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the three main points of Eousseau's charter of liberation 
issued to manldnd. And we may briefly give the historical 
origin of the three thus : (1) belongs to the Law of Nature 
of the Roman jurists ; by them only conceived as an ideal 
code for civil relations. It was left for later medieval and 
modern thought to apply it to constitutional and inter- 
national relations* (2) is an inference connected with this 
Law of Nature, conceived as the only law subsisting in a 
state of^ nature, prior to political^ society ; and is generally 
accepted at the outset of modern thought. But the com- 
pact is very variously conceived : it may be interpreted in 
favour of order and despotism, as by Hobbes, or in favour 
of liberty and constitutional government, as by Locke. (3) 
is Rousseau’s ; arrived at by an original combination of the 
lines of thought of Hobbes and Locke. 

Rousseau agrees with Locke that the fundamental social 
compact ought to have for its end and object the better 
preservation of the person and goods of every individual 
who enters into it. But whereas Locke holds that this 
necessarily imposes Limits on governmental authority, and 
especially makes it illegitimate for government to tax the 
governed without their consent, — Rousseau holds that the 
only compact which can produce this effect is one which 
involves, as completely as that of Hobbes, the total 
surrender of the individual with all his rights to the com- 
munity, and bhe complete submission of his wfll to the 
governing will that results from the social union. But 
whereas Hobbes takes the view that this governing will is 
simply the will of whatever government — whether of one, 
few, or all — the contracting individuals agree to obey, 
Rousseau maintains that it must he the will of the whole, 
the truly general will. The Whole formed by the social 
union is essentially and permanently and inalienably sove- 
reign. The different powers of government conunonly re- 
cognised — ^legislative, executive, etc. — are not properly, he 
says, parts of sovereignty, but emanations from it : and the 
sovereign must retain always and inalienably the supreme 
legislative power. The different so-called forms of govern- 
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merit — •monatcliy, oligarcliy, etc. — cannot legitimately be 
more than forms of executive government ; their business 
must be to carry out the sovereign people’s will. Jf any 
one idea, any one principlOj can be said to be in itself the 
intellectual source of the great Eevolution of 1789, it is 
this principle of the perpetual and inalienable sovereignty 
of the people. 

The conditions of the social union being the same for 
all, no one has any interest in making them onerous for 
others : hence Rousseau, unlilce Locke, places no limit 
on the absolute power of the whole over its naembers — 
except the one very important restriction that the general 
will must be expressed in general laws that afEect all citizens 
alike. There is no limitation of its legislative competence 
by pre-existing individual rights : the surrender of the in- 
dividual to the community is unlimited and complete ; but 
it is conditional on an equal mutual surrender by all others : 
therefore the will of the sovereign whole must be a truly 
general will.^ 

§ 5. It is interesting to contrast this view — ^that the 
one thing needful to secure just government is to secure 
that laws are made by the general will of the whole people, 
of which all individuals are equal parts, and that this 
general will is always expressed in general laws : — it is in- 
teresting to compare this with the opposite view of a soliool 
whose influence in 1789 was hardly perceptible, but which 
cannot be passed over in the history of eighteenth-century 
political ideas, as their subsequent influence was indirectly 
very great. I mean the PJiysiocrates or Economistes — ^the pre- 
cursors of Adam Smith and the original authors of the system 

^ Observe that in thislatestf orm of the dootrme of a social compact, allq^ueS' 
tions as to the historical fact of a compact have become ii'relevant. The com- 
pact is transmuted into an ideal conception ; it states the relations that ought 
to exist in a justly ordered State — ^the relations, on the one hand, between 
the individuals and the oomjnunity they form ; on the other hand, between 
the community and its organs of government. It may be noted that if we 
want a summary comparison of the idee m^re of 1688 with the idee mere of 
1789, we cannot have it better than in Locke’s Qi'inl Oomrnmmtf chap. xiii. 
§ 149, and Rousseau’s Confrai Social^ Book i. chap, vi, 

See Appendix, Note Gl, as to Rousseau’s idea of the ceneral will. 
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of natural liberty or laisser faire. I am not now concerned 
with, their peculiar theories of production and taxatioUj but 
merely with their view of the political order required to 
realise natural liberty and common good. It was curiously 
opposite to Rousseau’s, though still a part of the general 
movement, in French thought of the age, towards reorganisa- 
tion of society in harmony with natural equity — the 
establishment of a social order which should at once realise 
the natural rights of individuals and obtain the maximum of 
utility for the community. While the school of Rousseau held 
that the essential thing was to alter the basis of the struc- 
ture of government by establishing the sovereignty of the 
people, in the view of the economists the important point 
was, not how government ought to be constituted, but what 
government ought to do. While Rousseau and his followers 
had no conception of a need of limiting the scope of legisla- 
tion, the Physiocrates held that the one duty of government 
was to get out of its head that it had to make laws. 
What it had to do was to ascertain and protect from 
encroachment the simple, eternal, and immutable laws of 
nature ; to protect the natural freedom of each to labour 
in the way that seemed to him best, so long as he did not 
injure others, — abolishing all mdustrial privileges, restraints, 
and prohibitions ; and to protect the fruits of his labour. 
This simple task they seem to have thought could best be 
performed by an absolute monarch ; — at least they were 
willing, for the most part, to leave the absolute monarchy 
as it was ; in fact, they opposed that separation of powers 
which Montesquieu admired in the Enghah constitution as 
tending to complicate and enfeeble the action of government.^ 

1 This fundamental difierence of method in aiming at, broadly speaking, 
the same ultimate end — ^protection of the individual from oppression — ^is all 
the more interesting for us, as it still exists in the popular liberabsm of the 
present day. Civil and constitutional freedom — the one, being left alone by 
the government, and the other, having control over government — are very 
different things. They coincide practically as regards the majority of the 
electoral body, since the majoxity will prevent government from interfering 
with them disagreeably, but they may not coincide as regards the minority. 
!For example, a man who likes a glass of beer and to go to the theatre on 
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But tlie drift against absolutism was too strong for this 
gckool to bave much permanent direct inlluence in France 
before 1789. A great part of wliat tlie Physiocrates urged ^ 
was undeniably useful and needed ; the removal of restrictions 
and restraints on industrial processes, the release from com- 
pulsory labour, the suppression of monopolies, etc. If 
introduced with due care, due regard for expectations and 
habits formed by a long rigime of governmental tutelage, 
and due compensation for legitimate vested interests ^^hat had 
grown up in connexion with this regime, such reforms might 
have made it possible to restore order to the embarrassed 
finances of France. But the atLempt made by Turgot, the 
most eminent member of the school, when he was for a brief 
space (a.d. 1774-1776) controller - general, conspicuously 
failed in the necessary care and circumspection : his reforms, 
pressed on with the uncompromising rigidity of a doctrinaire, 
ahenated public opinion, and brought him into conflict with 
the jparlement, which, being the only traditional constitu- 
tional check on royal authority, had strong support in the 
growing popular sentiment for freedom. And when Turgot 
fell, it was evident that the lead of the movement towards 
organic change had passed from the Physiocrates, and that 
the tendency under the infiuence of Eousaeau to seek 
national prosperity by a renovation of the structure of 
government, instead of a limitation of its functions, would 
irresistibly dominate the coming revolution. 

Sundays may feel personally freer under an absolute government wliere he is 
aUo-ffed these indulgences, than, in a eountry mth universal sutErage, whero 
the majority prevents him. 

^ Apart from the unhappy im^Ct unique* 



LECTURE XXVII 

DEVELOPMENT OE ENGLISH POLITY SINCE 1688 

§ 1. England and France took tke leading part, in funda- 
mentally difiexent ways, in "biinging about the last great 
cbange in West European pokty — the establisbment of tke 
form of government which we call constitutional monarchy 
the form which now prevails aU but univexsaHy in Europe 
outside Russia, France being not essentially an exception 
though it might at first sight seem so. France, it is true, is 
a republic, not a monarchy : but the West European con- 
stitutional monarchy is not, paradoxical as it may seem, 
essentially monarchical in the ordinary sense : i.e, a per- 
manent hereditary king is not essential to it. In many 
cases — I do not say in all — if the functions performed 
by the hereditary monarch were transferred to a President 
elected for a term of years, the differ ence resulting would 
certainly not be so fundamental as to lead us to regard it as 
an essentially different form of gor? ernment. 

You will observe that it is this general change in West 
European polity which I wish to characterise and explain, 
and not the particular striking phenomenon which we 
call the French Revolution. I have had to direct special 
attention to the movement of pre-revolutionary thought in 
France : but in doing so I have always had ia view its 
effect in causing the general change in Western Europe, 
and not its effect in causing a particular series of events in 
France. If I had been trying to explain the particular 
phenomenon of the French Revolution, I should have had 
to bring into view other causes which I have felt justified 

^95 
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in ignoring. Tor — as Professor Seeley once impressively 
expounded in a course of lectures delivered liorc — “ Lhe evil 
wMcli most visibly and indisputably brought on tlio French 
Revolution was the banfauptcy of the French Government. 
It was in despair of dealing alone with the deficit that 
the banker Necker determined to strengthen himself by 
summoning the States-General,’' And if we go fiirtlier back 
and inquire into the causes of this banlcruptcy, we must not 
be content to refer to the radically bad system of ^ finance, 
the inequahtiea of taxation} of which I spoke in the last 
lecture. For these inequalities, though they were partly 
the cause of the bankruptcy, were not the sole cause* The 
banlauptcy, as Seeley says, was caused by war : and if we 
inquire further, we may come to the conclusion that it was 
caused by the ambition of Louis XIV. ; that it was a con- 
sequence of the European wars kindled by him, and the 
position in Europe which his policy gave to France, and 
which debarred it from the policy of non-intervention which 
could alone have lightened the financial burdens. But this 
interestiug line of thought I leave to the student of French 
history. What we are now concerned with are the general 
types of polity tending to prevail at different stages of the 
political development of Europe, and the causes of transition 
from one prevalent type to another ; and from this point 
of view the bankruptcy of France and its causes become of 
subordinate interest. 

I have referred to this now, because I am proposing in 
this lecture to direct special attention to the facts of English 
history : and my justification for doing this is, that when 
we are trying to explain the form of government which, by 
the end of the third quarter of the nineteenth century, had 
become all but universal in Western Europe, the state of 
things in England is certainly a more obvious and indisputable 
element of the explanation than the state of things in France. 
I do not say that it is a more important element : if I had 
thought this, I should not have claimed so much of your 
attention iox the development of political ideas in the 
eighteenth century, I do regard the overfiow of the tide 
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oi revolutionaxy tlioiiglit and feeling — of tlie movement 
in favour of Libeity, Equalitja and Sovereignty of the 
People — from France into the neighbouring countries, where, 
since the splendid times of Louis XIV., the cultivated world 
had been accustomed to read French literature, and to look 
to France as the source of new ideas, new culture, new 
ways of living, — do regard this as a factor really second 
to none in importance as a cause of the general transition. 
At the ^ame time, this French share of the causation is 
more obscure, and more difficult precisely to measure : the 
English share is more clear and unquestionable. For, how- 
ever much these neighbouring lands were influenced by 
French thought, they have not tried to imitate any of 
the peculiar constitutions to which the constructive ingenuity 
of the French mind, together with the rapidly recurring 
crises of revolutionary change, has given birth, — ^neither the 
constitution of 1791, nor the constitution of the year III., 
nor the constitution of the year VIII., nor, returning to 
the Christian era, the constitution of 1818, nor that of 
1870, nor that of 1875. What they have imitated has 
been obviously and palpably the English constitution, just as 
in France it was imitated in 1814 and 1830, 

§ 2. To the English constitution, then, I now turn, I 
must begin by observing that its imitators have not always 
known what it was or how different it was at different 
stages : they have not thoroughly grasped the process of 
change that had gone on in it between the Kevolution 
of 1688 and the constitution-making period of the nine- 
teenth century. This imperfect apprehension has continued 
till very recent times, and even now stiU lingers in some 
quarters. Indeed, we may say that there are two forms of 
misapprehension. Sometimes the nineteenth-century con- 
stitution is too much assimilated to what really existed in 
the eighteenth ; sometimes vice versa. 

To illustrate the first, I may direct attention to Blunt- 
schli’s^ treatment of the subject. In examining this, we 
must bear in mind that Bluntschli is a man of wide in- 
^ Theory of the State, Book vt. chapa. xiv.-xvi. (Engliat translation). 
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foxnaatiou as a politician, of liberal aims, and tbougli nob a 
penetrating tliinker, lie is not a loose or careless one. In 
Ms book you have an instructive account, from a modern 
German point of view, of tie movement by wbicli con- 
stitutional monarchy has become the prevalent type in the 
West European states. According to BluntsoUi, certain 
results were arrived at by the Revolution of 1688. 
Absolute monarchy was rejected, and limited or constitu- 
tional monarchy established, based on principles which the 
Hanoverian kings, he says, found it dijBlcult to understand, 
hut which — ‘‘ circumstances being too strong for them ” — 
they could not refuse to recognise ; and in our own day 
the royal family ’’ in England has become unreservedly 
constitutional, while the monarchy has “ lost neither respect 
nor power ” thereby, — observe, “ not lost power.®’ ^ Ho then 
describes briefly how a constitution broadly resembling the 
English has been — in the nineteenth century — established 
in the Romance states (omitting Erance), in Belgium and 
Holland, and in Scandinavian and Teutonic countries. I 
say broadly resembling the English,” because everywhere 
supreme legislative power is in the hands of the monarch, 
the representative assembly, and a senate or council, while 
executive power is in the hands of a king and responsible 
ministers. 

But this last phrase leads us to the delicate question, 
how the executive power is divided between the Idng and 
his responsible ministers : and it is here that Bluntschli 
shows the misapprehension of wMch I am spealdng. For 
he proceeds to contrast “ true ” and “ false ” ideas of consti- 
tutional monarchy ; and in this contrast it is clearly 
English constitutional monarchy — as much as any other 
— of which he means to give the “true idea.” When he 
says that it is a “ false idea of constitutional monarchy ” 
to suppose that the real power has passed from the king to 
his ministers, he means that it is a false idea of Enghsh 
constitutional monarchy no less than of any other. "V^en 
he says that the principle of constitutional monarchy is 

1 Op, cit pp. 373, 374. 
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inconsistent with the idea that the monaxch is snhoxdinate 
to the national xepreaentatives or to his roinisters, and that 
he may he compelled hy them to express a will other than 
his own ” ^ ; ^hat “ constibutional monarchy does not transfer 
the centre of gravity in the government either to the 
chambers or to the ministers that the constitutional 
monarch has a share in legislation which is usually decisive 
as regards the substance of a law ’’ ® ; that the whole 
goveinn^ent ” — i.e, the whole fnnction of governing within 
the limits laid down by law — is really and not formally 
“ concentrated in the monarch ^ ; he apparently beheves all 
this to he true of English as wed as continental specimens. 
He is, indeed, aware of difierences in the extent of hmita- 
tions imposed on the royal rights, and he recognises that 
the Enghsh constitution “ imposes more hmitations upon the 
royal rights than have been found tolerable by most of the 
continental monarchies.” ® But he regards this as merely a 
diSerence in degree ; he does not regard it as going so far 
as to render the propositions above quoted inapplicable to 
England, 

Now, so far as Bluntschh — and I have taken him as the 
representative of a school of thought widely extended in 
Germany — intended these statements to be true of the facts 
ol English polity when he published his book in 1852, and 
still more in 1876 when he published the fifth edition, I do 
not think any duly instructed Englishman will doubt 
that he was wrong. And he certainly did in part so intend 
them : but partly, in his talk of “ true and false ” ideas, he 
mixes up the question of fact with a question of what ought 
to be, and partly with a merely verbal question. And as 
both these kinds of confusion are commonly naade in dis- 
cnssing topics of this kind, I will spend a minute or two in 
making them clear. 

Partly, Bluntschh argues that if the power of the nominal 
head of the government is reduced to the point to which the 
“ false ideas ” would reduce it, this nominal head should not 

1 O'P. mt. p. 406. ^ Op, ciL p. 406. ® Op. cit. p. 408, 

* Op. cit. p. 408. ® Op. cit p. 407. 
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be called a monarob. Well, that ia a mere question of 
words : let ns call this form of government — as l^ennyson 
- — a crowned republic ” ; the name does not maUer, the 
practical question is whether it is a good thing or not. 
But again, Bluntschli no doubt moans to argue that it is not 
a good thing : that we shall get better government on the 
whole if the monarch is allowed to have a will of his own 
and to carry out his own ideas — within the Uniits laid down 
by law and imposed by the need of ministerial co-o;geration. 
This, again, is a tenable view as to what ought to be, but it 
should not be mixed up with a view of what actually exists 
in England or any other country. At the same time, this 
mixture is very common when we axe considering any point 
in a constitution which depends not solely or strictly on 
law, but largely on custom and convention, on the general 
opinion as to what any member of a government ought to 
do, and the general approval which would be given to sys- 
tematic resistance if he tried to do anything else. And that 
is the case with the division of power between the monarch 
and his ministers. 

There is, in fact, a wide difference between the EngUsh 
and the German species of constitutional monarchy. But 
it is not, in the main, a legal difference : in both types 
ahke every governmental act of the monarch requires the 
co-operation of a responsible minister : while in England no 
more than in Germany is there any legal requirement that 
the prime minister should be the recognised leader of a 
majority of the house of representatives. The difference is, 
that if the Queen of England were now (1899) to dismiss 
Lord Sahsbuxy, as the Emperor WilKam dismissed Bismarck, 
simply because she did not agree with his policy, her act 
would meet with almost unanimous disapproval, which 
would take effect in a refusal of supplies by an over- 
whelming majority of the House of Commons, and so would 
rapidly and certainly end in the humiliation and sub- 
mission of the monarch. This would undoubtedly happen 
in England : and therefore it would seem absurd in England 
to say that this practical impossibility of dismissing a prime 
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minister wio lias tlie confidence of tlie majority of the 
House of Commons is due to a “ false idea ’’ of the functions 
of a constitutional monarch : and if any one did say this, 
he would be clearly understood to be expressing an opinion 
as to conventions and expectations that ought to prevail, not 
that he supposed to be actually prevalent. 

But if the case were otherwise — as it doubtless was in 
Germany when Bluntsohli wrote — ^if opinion were divided 
as to tie proper normal extent of the power left by the 
constitution to the monarch, any expression by a writer of 
individual opinion as to what ought to he might have an 
important efiect in modifying the general opinion. There 
would thug be a strong temptation to say the “ true idea 
of constitutional government is so and so, in the hope of 
aiding in establishing it as the 2irevalent idea. 

And, as I before said, I think that some English writers 
on oui history after 1688 have been influenced by the 
same temptation to which Bluntsohli has yielded, but have 
been led by it in an opposite direction. They seem to 
have vaguely believed, or at least to have been wilhng that 
their readers should believe, that the Victorian phase of 
English polity, — the system by which the monarch regularly 
and normally accepts as prime minister the leader of the 
party that has the majority in the House of Commons, allows 
him the selection of his colleagues, and allows the Cabinet 
so formed to determine the action of the Crown in most im- 
portant matters,— that this system dates from the Kevolution 
of 1688 , or at any rate from the disuse of the royal veto 
which began in William reign. This I hold to be a 
complete mistake. Constitutional monarchy, in the sense in 
which Locke’s treatise aims at establishing it, i.e. in the sense 
of the undisputed supremacy of law only capable of being 
modified by King, Lords, and Co mm ons, over the so-caUed 
sovereign — ^this was both aimed at and established in 1688 . 
But the transfer of executive power, of governmental power 
within these limits, from the king to a set of ministers of 
whom the head is practically chosen by the parliamentary 
majority— this was not aimed at, and there was aoaioely even 

20 
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a germ of it lor some time. There is no manilest syiia-[>tom ot 
a decline in royal power till about the middle ol George II.^s 
reign, and after this the substantial power of the Idng 
revived under George III. 

§ 3. The Victorian polity is only discoverable in germ 
in the eighteenth century, and has taken its present shape 
in the main since the first Eeform Bill. The established 
eighteenth-century view was that the prime minister, and 
other ministers, were chosen by the monarch, One^or other 
of them had, no doubt, to keep a majority in the House of 
Commons ; hut that was conceived as a part of the busi- 
ness on which the Crown employed them. The fact that if 
they could not do this business they had to go, did not 
present itself as a restriction on royal power, any more 
than the fact that a general who cannot maintain military 
discipline would have to go, under the most absolute mon- 
arch who wanted his armies to win battles. 

But it may be said, a minister who has to make and 
keep a majority must be dependent on the House of Com- 
mons, and must ultimately he practically chosen by it, 
Not so, for the fact that he was the minister of the Grown 
helped him a considerable way towards a majority. Here 
I may observe that if the effect of 1688 is commonly over- 
rated, the change that took place after 1660 is — as Seeley 
points out — ^underrated.^ The method by which the English 

^ Gf. Seeley, Intt o&aetion to Political Science^ p. 263. 

[On the Diitsido of this lecture Mr. Sidgwick made the note “Borrowed 
in part from Seeley *, this must he carefully looked to in case of publioation.'” 
And it wiU he found by any one wiio oompares, that from this point onwards 
the lecture is in fact largely taken from Seeley's Introduction to PoHiical 
Science (Lectures nx. and rv. of the second series in the volume), though tho 
writers are by no means in complete agreement. iTot only are pieces quoted, 
hut in other passages, not exactly quotations, the ideas and phraseology are 
used. This book of Sir Jolui Seeley’s was published posthumously in 1896, 
and was prex^ared for publication by Mr. Sidgwiok ; and T believe that it was 
while he was editing it that the present lecture assumed, broadly speaking, 
the form it now has. To what extent it would have been altered, had he 
lived to put these lectures into hook form, I cannot of course say. 

It is interesting to observe that these lectures of Sir John Seeley’s were 
liot altogether new to Mr. Sidgwiok when ho edited them. He had road 
them previously in manuscript, and there aro rather full notes on them 
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soverGign deals with. Parliament in the eighteenth century 
dates from the Restoration or soon after. Influence 
became an important factor soon after the Restoration — 
influence being a term including all the different means 
of persuasion which the Crown, partly by its prestige, 
partly by its wealth and patronage, could exert upon 
individuals.^ For the permanence of Parliament dates 
from the Restoration, and, as Seeley says, When Parlia- 
ment became permanent, the Crown had this compensa- 
tion, that Parliament also came within its reach and so 
became subject to its influence.” ^ 

Thus conflict between monarchical and parliamentary 
power in the executive government is, we may say, doubly 
veiled in the eighteenth century. Parliament preserves 
all the legal forms of a monarchy exercising, within the 
law, real executive power and having a share in legislation ; 
but in the background it has the power of the purse and of 
refusing the Mutiny Act, The king knows this, and does 
not attempt open fight with Parliament. He lets the veto 
become obsolete : but in the background he too has a for- 
midable force — ^influence. The king retired from view and 
ceased to be an impressive figure in internal politics : but 
those who lived in the eighteenth century under these 
historically unimpressive kings always complain of their 
having too much power. In the middle of George III.’s 
reign — ^nearly a hundred years after the Glorious Revolution 
— a resolution was proposed in the House of Commons 
that the power of the Crown has increased, is increasing, 
and ought to bo diminished,” It is only for a compara- 
tively brief period in the middle of the eighteenth century 
that it goes under an eclipse. 

Let us briefly pass in review the monarchs after 1689. 
William III. no one regards as merely ceremonial. Anne by 

among his papers, evidently written for discussion wth Scoiey, and express- 
ing points of agreement and disagreement ; and it appears that at the same 
time Seeley was reading the lectures or some of them which have developed 
into the present book, and doubtless criticising them. The object apparently 
was to secure, so far as possible, agreement and harmony of treatment, — En.] 
1 Of. Seeley, op, dt. p. 261. ® Op. cti. p. 261. 



404 DEyELOPMENT OE EUROPEAN POLITY lect . 

iter own will made and unmade ministers ; liex will was a 
main factor in determining important changes of policy.^ 
When we come to George I. and George II., it certainly 
seems as if power had passed to Walpole for a long time ; 
hnt so under the French kings, even after Louis XIV., the 
power often seems concentrated in the hands of ministers. 
In both cases it is essentially because the king^s favour is 
secured to the minister.^ And this is how the matter is 
regarded by Walpole’s contemporaries. For half a century 
after 1689 there is no indication that the House of Com- 
mons even desires to use its control over legislation and 
taxation to force the monarch to appoint the minister 
selected by it. A minister supported by a majority of the 
House of Commons, such as Walpole, is powerful no doubt, 
but there is no idea that he is “ powerful against the sove- 
reign.’’ ^ The sovereign never tries to dismiss him and fails 
— ^there is no trial of strength, — but there is no idea that 
there is anything to prevent his doing so, except his con- 
viction that Walpole does his business better than any one 
else could do it, gets him the money he wants, etc. And 
granting that the Minister has his way to a great extent, — 
that may happen in a despotism. No doubt when the 
coalition against Walpole has grown strong he can no 
longer do the king’s business ; he has to be dropped ; but 
this does not imply any new constraint on the long’s choice. 

Very far back in our history the Parliament has occa- 
sionally dictated to ” the king “ what Ministers he shall not 
consult.” ^ That is a very different thing from taldng the 
choice out of his hands. 

^ Cf. Seeley, op. dt. p. 274. 

* The parallel between Walpole and e,g. Richelieu or Mazaiin is, however, 
incomplete, in. that the latter did not derive their power from any source 
hut the Crown, whereas Walpole derived his partly from his capacity of 
managing the House of Commons. I think the tendency to parliamentary 
ministers was established when Parliament became permanent, with the power 
of the pui’se. If a long is led to choose hie first minister for his capacity of 
managing PaiUamont, the step is not great to the position in which he will 
find it necessary to take the minister whom the leaders of the majority 
want. 

® O’p. c,%U p. 276. 


^ Op, oil, p. 276. 
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Still, causes tending to make tke minister independent 
of the sovereign did no doubt begin to operate when the 
Hanoverian Icings came in : though I think, with Seeley, 
that the first clear indications of the growth of this system 
appeared in the last fifteen years of George II/s reign. In 
any case they are due not to the Eevolution, but to the 
working of the very peculiar system of party that came in 
with the House of Hanover.” ^ This is, briefly, the system of 
having t)ae Whigs always in ofi0.ee, which the Hanoverian 
kings have to accept until, in the course of time, Toryism runs 
itself clear of Jacobitism. This practically threw the Mng 
into the hailds of the Whigs : who could, therefore, by hold- 
ing together, force their choice on him. Thus the Pelhams 
were forced on him in 1745 : probably not from any deep- 
laid intention of carrying the Eevolution further, and re- 
ducing to a lower point the power of the Crown,” ^ Still it 
did have this ellect ; and it appears that George IL was 
conscious of a paralysis creeping upon the monarchy. When 
some one praised the English constitution in his hearing, he 
said it was . . . not a good one for the king.” ^ 

But when we come to George III., there is a revival. 
In fact, a note in Bluntschli shows that it is the con- 
stitution in George III.’s reign that he has in view when 
he extends his “ true idea ” of constitutional monarchy even 
to the English constitution : his mistake is in supposing 
the Victorian constitution to be practically identical with 
the Georgian. But English writers often seem to fall into 
the opposite mistake of representing George HI. as strug- 
gling against the polity established by the Eevolution, 
George III. has no idea of reviving any of the struggle of 
James II. : he has no idea of suspending, or dispensing from, 
or in any way violating or evading the obligation of any 
law, or of disputing or limiting the legislative power of 
Parliament. What he struggles against is the new usurpa- 
tion of the Whig party introduced in 1746, facilitated, as I 
have said, by the fact that, an important part of the old 

® Of. 0 ^. cit. pp. 278-281* 

3 Op, ciU p* 283. 


1 Seeley, op. cU, p. 278. 
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royalist party being still actively or passively attached to 
the StuartSj George II. could not trust a Tory government. 

With George IIL this inevitable subserviency to the Whigs 
ceases : and he struggles on the whole successfully against 
the “ new usurpation ” by which the Pelhanis were forced 
on George TL As Seeley says, “ Throughout his reign 
you find him steadily insisting . . . that the minister shall 
be his minister ’’ : and “ on the whole he is successful. The 
disturbed period before 1770 ends in the ministryrof Lord 
North, who is emphatically the king’s own minister, and 
who holds office for twelve years ; the second short period 
of disturbance ends in the ministry of the younger Pitt, 
also agreeable to the Idng, which lasts eighteen years ; and 
after Pitt’s death the other side can only hold office about 
a year.” ^ 

It is sometimes supposed that Pitt, having the support 
of the country, was really independent of the Crown ; and 
that in choosing him the king had in fact put himself under 
a master. I recommend any one who thinks so to read a 
paper from which an extract is published by Lord Eoso- 
bery — an unimpeachable authority on such a point. It is 
“ an analysis of the House of Commons, dated May 1 , 1788, 
which has been recently discovered among the papers of 
one of PitPs private secretaries. In it the ‘ party of the 
Crown ’ is estimated at 185 members. ^ This party in- 
cludes all those who would probably support His Majesty’s 
Government under any minister not peculiarly unpopular.’ 
‘ The independent or unconnected members of the House ’ 
are calculated at 108 ; Pox’s party at 138 ; and that of 
Pitt at 52. Even this unflattering computation is further 
discounted by the remark that ^ of this party, were there a 
new Parliament and Mr. P. no longer to continue minister, 
not above twenty would be returned.’ ” ^ Well, through 
the powerful mfluence to which this document gives such 
striking testimony, the party that had humiliated his 
predecessor is held by George III. at aim’s length. The 

^ Seeley, ojp. cit. p. 283. 

3 Lord Bosebery’s Piit, p. 78. 
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party of the Pelhams, directed after the retireraent of New- 
castle by Rockiivgham and after Ilocldnghain.’s time by Fox, 
and Icnown in this reign simply as the Whig party, can 
only at long intervals during this reign force its way into 
power. The king will tolerate them for a moment if he 
sees no alternative, but always under protest. They are 
not his ministers, and it is his fixed opinion that he has the 
right to appoint ministers at his pleasure. Accordingly he 
receives^ them sullenly, watches them narrowly, and struggles, 
if he cannot appoint the whole Cabinet, at least to have re- 
presentatives on it, some Thurlow or Bllenborough. And 
then he waits for his ’ opportunity, which commonly arrives 
in about a year, dismisses them, and once more chooses a 
ministry for himself/^ 

“ For about half a century George III. was able to keep 
our system at this point. But under George IV. and 
William IV. the ” dependence of the minister on Parhament 
grows again rapidly. Canning forces himself on George IV., 
and if it cannot exactly be said that Earl Grey forced him- 
self on William, it is at least true that the share of the 
king in his appointment, compared to the share of the 
people, was as one to a hundred.” ^ 

§ 4. After the Reform Bill in 1834: the power of 
appointing the minister is found to have gone. ” William 
IV., tired of the Reform Ministry, seized the opportunity of 
Lord Althorp being called to the upper house to make, as 
ho said, ^ a new arrangement,’ dismissed his roini^teis, and 
sent for Sir Robert Peel. Then it appeared how our con- 
stitution had insensibly altered. The problem proposed to 
Sir Robert was insoluble. . . . The House did not dispute 
the king’s right to appoint his own minister, they treated 
that minister with all due respect ; still when he unfolded 
his poUoy to the House it failed to obtain the approbation 
of the majority.” ^ 

It is interesting to note the details of the struggle. 
There is no suggestion of refusing the supplies : even a 

^ Seeley, op» oit pp. 2834. 

^ Op. c%t. pp. 284:*5. 
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motion ol Hume^s to limit them to three months is dropped : 
nor is there a motion of want of confidcnco, What would 
have happened if Peel had taken the lino of confining him- 
self to executive functions and leaving the Houses to legis- 
late, we cannot say with certainty, hut probably he would 
have been forced to resign. However, he thought it neces- 
sary to have a policy, that is, to propose legislative measures, 
to ofier improvements in civil jurisprudence, reform of 
ecclesiastical law, the settlement of the tithe question in 
Ireland, the commutation of tithe in England, the removal 
of any real abuse in the Church, the redress of the grievances 
of which the Dissenters have any just ground to complain.” 
He thus took up a position which rendered it necessary for 
him to resign when the majority would not have his policy. 

ITow what precisely was the alteration that had taken 
place ? Suppose that “ a similar appointment had been 
made in George II.’s reign, ... in what way would the 
minister have avoided the same fate ? ” The answer is that 
in the eighteenth century a minister had a majority 
because he was minister.” ^ This was not necessarily by 
bribery ; compare the elder Pitt’s speech on the repeal 
of the Stamp Act — “ The gentleman must not tell us that 
we passed the Act ourselves, and are therefore as much 
responsible for it as he is. No ! we took it on his credit as 
minister. , . . I wish the House had not this habit : but 
so it is. Even that chair, Mr. Speaker, looks too often 
towards St. James’.” But the influence of places and 
pensions was a solid support of this ‘‘ habit.” ^ The Houses 
knew that they were responsible for legislation : and Pitt’s 
is here an advocate’s speech. To say, as Seeley does, that 

^ Seeley, op. cit. p. 285. 

^ Oompaxe Htune, Essay vr. , on the Independency of Parliament (published 
1742), “ The Crown has so many offices at its disposal, that, when assisted 
by the honest and disinterested part oi the house, it will always command 
the resolutions oi the whole so far, at least, as to preserve tho antient con- 
stitution from danger. We may, thereiore, give to this influence what name 
we pleas© ; we may call it by the invidious appellations of corruption and 
dependence : but some degree and some kind of it are inseparable from the 
very nature of the constitution, and necessary to the preservation of our 
mixed government.*’ Compare also Paley (A.n. 1785). 




XXVII 


ENGLISH POLITY SINCE i68S 


409 


it had not yet entered the mind of the representatives 
that they were entrusted with the government of the 
country ” — if in government we include legislation — 
seems to me a great exaggeration. Still, *Hhey were in 
the habit of thinking that it was the business of the long 
to govern the country. When therefore he was pleased 
through his ministers to explain” that he held certain 
measures needful fox executive government, they considered 
that they were entitled, as regards their general expediency, 
to take ‘‘ them on the king’s credit ; only they held them- 
selves bound to consider these measures as they aheoted the 
people, their constituents.” ^ 

And this is very near the relation of the Emperor 
William to the Eeichstag ; an instance which shows that 
the maintenance of this form of constitutional monarchy 
does nob necessarily depend on corruption, though actually 
worked by corruption in England in the eighteenth century. 
In Germany this is not used. But there are other supports 
besides parliamentary opinion favourable to the king's free 
choice : — the idea that, owing to the traditions of the 
monarchy and the loyalty in the army, the king could, if 
pressed too hard, defy Parliament and win. The future of 
this species of constitutional monarchyj apparently firm 
in Germany, strugghng in the Scandinavian States, is an 
interesting speculation ; but prophecy is neither my duty 
nor my pleasure. 

Of the change in England we may recognise several 
causes. Firstly, there had been a gradual decay of royal 
influence in George III.’s reign, against which the king had 
struggled with oharaGteristic firmness, but against which, 
naturally, George IV. was powerless. The Eookingham 
Whigs had reduced the Crown patronage, and probably the 
great growth of the nation in wealth and population had 
diminished the relative importance of the Couxt.^ In the 
crowded, commercial, manufacturing England of George lY.” 
members of Parliament ceased to be courtiers.” ^ 

^ Seeley, ojp. ciL p. 287. * Of. oj?. c%t. pp. 288-9. 

® O'p, cit p. 289, 
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des Lois — the principle of ropreyentation was very itu per- 
fectly carried out. But suppose this impcrfecL rc])L’oseuLa- 
tion rectified by an extended and properly distributed 
suffrage, and we get a constitution in which, if the ideal 
of popular soyereignty is not completely realised, it is at 
any rate realised to a considerable extent — though in an 
indirect way — ^by the control of the representative assembly 
over legislation and taxation, and the check exercised on the 
executive government through the necessity of obtaining 
supplies from that assembly. At the same time, the inde- 
pendence of the judicature — including the jury — and the 
strict limitation on the power of the executive to arrest and 
imprison before trial, secure the reign of law, and the 
elective protection of the hberty of the individual citizen. 

Here we have, summarily stated, the last result of 
political development in the majority of the states o[ 
Western Europe. It is a type varying, as I have pointed 
out, very widely, and realising the ideal ^ just sketched in 
varying degrees : England and Germany being the two poles 
within which the variation, speaking broadly, ogcutb : and 
it is not confined to the monarchical form : its most essential 
features being found in the present government of republican 
Erance> 

In such a constitution wc may say the ideal of Montes- 
quieu and the ideal of Eousaeau are both realised to a con- 
siderable extent. But I ought to add that Eousseau would 
have repudiated this view : regarding it as essential that 
the sovereignty of the people should be directly exorcised, 
and not indicectly through representatives. The English 
people,” he says, ^^are only free at the moments of parlia- 
mentaiy elections.” ® I mention this because two modern 
nations, in which democratic ideas have had fullest develop- 
ment, have taken important steps in the direction of 
Eousseau's ideal — the United States of America, hy con- 
stitutions limiting ordinary legislation ; Switzerland further, 

^ Cf. my Me'inenis of PohUcs, chap. xxii. § 6. 

^ La peuple Anglais pense 6tre litre, iL se trompe fort j il ne Vest quo 
durautrelectiondesmembresdupai'lement." — Gontrat Pocial^ nr. oh 
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by tbo RefereEdum— refeieuce to all vote-possessing citizens 
ol laws Iramed by tbeix representatives. 

These are both Roderal States, and for the present I am 
only concerned with the constitution-making of what may be 
called Unitary, as distinct from [Federal states, I shall not 
describe it in detail ; that would, in my limits, tend to an 
unprofitable array of dates and dry summaries. But I may 
note that Prance takes the lead, and till the middle of the 
nineteenth century is at once the most daring in her experi- 
ments, and the most widely infiuential on other states — 
that is, the party of reform and revolution gets its impulse 
from Prance. And even after the series of short-lived con- 
stitutional experiments which belong to the revolutionary 
crisis, the lapse into military despotism, the reaction in 
Europe against that despotism, and the restoration — com- 
pelled by Europe — of the monarchy in Prance : — after all 
this Prance again becomes a leading centre of influence in 
the region of poUtica] ideas, in the second q[uarter of the 
century, until, after the second repubfio (1848) has led to 
the second empire, a general distrust of the Prench methods 
of arriving at the desired union of freedom and order spreads 
through Western Europe : and the third republic (1870- 
1875), foimded on disaster, has hitherto been watched with 
cold curiosity rather than admiring sympathy by neighbouring 
’ nations. 

§ 2. The relation of England to the movement has been 
fundamentally diflerent. As I have said, England supphed 
the chief pattern for the form of government in which, after 
struggle and conflict, the change ultimately results, and, as 
we have had occasion to observe, the English constitution, 
before it comes to be used as a pattern, has had a place in 
that movement of ideas of which Prance is the focus ; be- 
cause an important factor in this movement is the contrast 
that certain influential Prench writers— first Voltaire and 
then Montesquieu— drew between the liberty that they 
actually saw in England in the middle of the eighteenth 
century and the absence of liberty in Prance, Indeed we 
may say that— under the influence especially of Montes- 
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qm&a — Britisli constitution was transmuted from a fact 
into an idea. But the idea thus formed did noi, exactly 
represent the fact at the time ; and, as wo saw in the last 
lecture, was fuadamentally unlike what the fact is now ; the 
ultimate result of our revolution in 1688 was very dillerent 
from its immediate aim. 

The ultimate result has come to be the system of what 
Bagehot calls “ Cabinet Government : in which the ex- 
ecutive powers are practically in the hands of a copimittee 
of the two Houses of Parliament, selected by their head, the 
prime minister, who, in his turn, is practically determined 
—in ordinary cases — ^by the majority of the House of 
Oommons, which can at any time dismiss him and his 
colleagues, subject to an appeal to the electorate ; he is 
protected from complete subserviency to the House by the 
power of dissolution. The power of the hereditary monarch 
and that of the House of Lords are both of a subordinate 
kind, though not unimportant. The nobility can check 
legislation through the House of Lords ; hut they practically 
do not claim to resist the House of Commons on the main 
features of any q^uestion on which its opinion is manifestly 
in stable harmony with the opinion of a decisive majority of 
the constituencies ; they only claim to enforce delay and re- 
consideration and an appeal to the electorate. The monarch 
has a right to know everything, to have everytlihig dis- 
cussed with him, and by means of this discussion can in- 
fluence critical decisions ; also he has the important power 
of dissolving the House of Commons, and ascertaining 
whether the Cabinet or the majority of the House of Com- 
mons is really supported by the people i ; but the direction 
of policy is with the prime minister and Cabinet. All 
this is admitted in current controversy, 

^ That ia, tke monarch would not act nnconstitntioixally by diamissing 
his ministers, even though they had the confidence of a majority in the 
repreaontativ© assembly, and appointing others, who would then dissolve the 
assembly, in hopes ol changing the balance of parties in parliament by a 
new election.” See the author’s Elements of Politics^ chap, xxii. p. 439, 2nd 
edition. This chapter may he consulted for a fuither treatment of the 
Bubjeot of this paragraph and of other parts of this lecture. — En.l 
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But, as wo saw, this is quite a different form of 
government from that which the Bevolution of 1688 was 
intended to bring about : and for a long time the process 
hy which it was gradually being brought about was im- 
perfectly apprehended even by acute observers. The Ke- 
volution was intended to make Parliament supreme in 
legislation : but it was not intended to give a majority of 
the House of Commons the power of practically nominating 
the executive, nor even to enable it to force legislation on 
the monarch, whose assent was stiU formally necessary to 
bills. This is evidently the view of Locke, whose work on 
civil government was, as I said, considered to give the 
theory of the Bevolution of 1688. The monarch is, for 
Locke, the real head of the executive, really supreme in 
administration, and really a member of the complex organ 
which lays down the laws, Locke’s whole point is that 
he is not supreme in legislation : that his duty is to 
conform to the law laid down by Parliament : that his 
suspending or dispensing from such law is a violation of 
his trust. 

And if you look at the official account of the rights of 
the monarch in Blackstone (a.d. 1765), you will see that he 
is not only supposed to direct foreign affairs by his sole 
prerogative of maldng war and peace, treaties and alliances,” 
but even in domestic affairs, as a constituent part of the 
legislature, generalissimo of the army, the fountain of justice 
and honour, the head of the Church, his range of power is 
very great. The House of Commons is understood by 
Blackstone to be able to prevent the abuse of these powers 
by impeachment of ministers : but no reader of Blackstone 
would dream that the substance of these powers had passed 
to a committee selected hy a chief practically chosen by a 
majority of that House ; and in fact, as we saw in the last 
lecture, this change had not heen accomplished in Black- 
stone’s time. But what still enabled the monarch to hold 
the House of Commons balanced was not the power of 
veto on legislation, which was practically obsolete, but the 
influence exercised on members of the House by the 

2'p' 
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Crown, partly tlrrougli the survival — especially in the 
Tory party — of an opinion favourable to real monaroliical 
rule, witLin the law, but largely through the solid induce- 
ments of places and pensions. The indispensability of 
the latter was, as I said, clear to the cool but somewhat 
cynical observation of Hume, who told the declaimers 
against corruption that they were attacking the force that 
maintained the balance of the constitution : and that if 
corruption were put an end to, the tendency of the English 
constitution to become a republic must be irresistible.^ But 
it was not clear to Montesquieu : the constitution which 
Montesquieu admires was the constitution officially recognised, 
not that which was practically working. Its chief merit was 
supposed to lie in the separation of powers by which the 
tyrannic preponderance of either, dangerous to individual 
liberty, was prevented : whereas in Cabinet government, as 
we now know it, the intimate practical union of legislative 
and executive functions in a small committee of Parliament, 
enjoying the confidence of the majority of the House of 
Commons, is the most marked characteristic. Tlie strong 
mutual check actually exercised, under the system of Cabinet 
government, by the legislature on the executive and vice 
versa^ is unlike anything conceived by Montesquieu. 

This misapprehension is historically important, because 
it is the British constitution as conceived by Blaokstoue 
and Montesquieu which the founders of the American con- 
stitution had before them, not exactly as a pattern, bfit as 
a type of which they might copy the merits while avoiding 
the defects : and in fact if we compare the American con- 
stitution with our own at various stages, we see that this 
result has been to a great extent attained. ' The American 
president really has the power of veto,^ which the English 
king has long only formally retained : the president really 
does appoint and dismiss his own ministers ; the decisions of 
the executive are really his decisions and not theirs : and in 
order that he may not use this power to control the House 


^ Hume, Mssay ri. 

Liable, however, to be over-ridden by two-thirda of Congress. 
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of .Representatives or tlie Senate, liis ministers are prevented 
from sitting in either House. 

But in the West European states, in which constitutional 
government is mostly the product of the nineteenth century, 
it is the later stage of development — Cabinet government — 
which has in most cases been adopted : though owing to 
the want of clear distinction between the two, the power of 
the monarch has^ been left somewhat indefinite and varying. 
In fact^^ as I have said, constitutional monarchy fiuctuates 
between two types broadly corresponding to what Bluntschli 
calls “ true and false,” hut which it seems more impartial 
to call German and English (or new English, since the German 
is very like the old English) : one in which the hereditary 
monarch is really head of the executive, though the consent 
of the representative assembly is necessary for legislation and 
taxation ; the other in which the main part of the executive 
power has passed to a Cabinet presided over by the leader of 
the party holding a majority in the representative assembly. 

Observe that, since the difference depends mainly on 
custom and opinion and not on law, it is not always 
possible to say to which type a particular polity at a par- 
ticular time approximates. Eor if the long’s confidence is 
given to a prime miinster who has also the confidence of 
the country ^ and the support of an assured majority in the 
representative assembly, there is no clear indication on 
which side power lies. The question is, what would happen 
if the monarch tried to dismiss the minister ; and that we 
can only teU when the time comes.^ The point is not 
whether at any particular time the monarch is a nonentity 
and the mmister all-powerful : for this is often the case in 
an absolute monarchy under a weak king. The question is, 
whether if the monarch wished to dismiss the minister he 
would find him too strong. 

1 This was the case with William Pitt (the younger) in George III.^s reign, 
and with Bismarck in Germany in our own time. 

2 Besides, even if this were tried and failed once, it might succeed another 
time if the opportunity were better taken : thus the balance of power might 
r cilln.te. 
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§ 3. In saying tliat tlie English type is the prevalent 
one, I ignore minor differences which are not unimportant, 
Eor instance, there is a diJiexenoo as to the second chamber, 
whoso contmued resistance to legislation approved by the 
lower house can be overcome in England by the creation 
of peers, whereas this is not the case in moat Continental 
states. But I do not think that this makes as mnch 
practical difference as it might seem to do, since the 
Continental aristocracies have not much resisting^ force ; 
the main struggle is between monarchy and democracy. 

But speaking broadly, what I have called the English type 
has been practically imitated in Belgium, which has given 
for more than sixty years a particularly regular and precise 
example of the working of the English kmd of constitutional 
monarchy : and in Holland also, since 1848, this tjrpe has 
been adopted. Portugal, after a stormy period in the second 
quarter of the century, with revolutions backward and for- 
ward, has had since 1852 — as I understand — peaceful 
parliamentary government, in which the principle that the 
leader of the parliamentary majority is to be prime minister 
has been practically accepted : and the Sardinian con- 
stitution of 1848 — extended between 1860 and 18Y0 bo 
the rest of Italy — ^has been also worked on the same prin- 
ciple. The same may be said, since 1876, oC Spain — ^which, 
however, has had a remarlcably disturbed and unstable 
political development during the first three-quarters of the 
nineteenth century. 

In the Romance countries generally, then, we have 
parhamentary government unmistakably prevalent, and in all 
cases, except France, in a monarchical form : the Parliament 
being constructed everywhere on the two-chamber system, 
though it is the majority in the representative — or the more 
directly or simply representative — chamber which is under- 
stood to give the indispensable support to the ministers in 
power. 

I say “ the representative, or the more directly or simply 
representative,’’ because in almost aU these cases — Vitaly is 
the only exception — ^the members of the senate, or upper 
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cliamber, are appointed in whole or in part b7 election. 
The election takes various forms. In Belgium, fox the 
most part, the senators are chosen by the same electors as 
elect the primary representative chamber, but only a com- 
paratively well-to-do minority are eligible. In Spain, where 
half the senate is elected, the eligibility is also partly 
determined by income, but it is also necessary that the 
senator should have fulfilled some one of a number of 
functions — civil, military, and professional — of which the 
holding of a university professorship is one. Here, however, 
the electors to the senate are not the electors to the house 
of representatives, but electoral bodies which include, along 
with others, members of provincial councils. In France 
the election of senators is similarly given to members or 
delegates of local governing bodies ; hut eligihUity is un- 
restricted by income. In Holland, too, provincial govern- 
ments elect, hut eligibility is limited to the comparatively 
wealthy. In Italy the senators are nominated for life. 

I fear these details may be bewildering, but I have given 
them to bring out two points : — ^first, that the imitation of 
the English model does not extend to the House of Lords 
except, so far as the Bomance countries are concerned, in 
the one case of Spain to a partial extent ; secondly, that 
the schemes of the different nations are very diverse — so 
diverse that we may perhaps infer that no nation has 
solved with conspicuous success the problem of constructing 
a second chamber. Perhaps we may say that there is a 
tendency to prefer the principle of election by persona 
themselves elected, especially by elected provincial organs 
of government. And this principle, in a more decided form, 
may now he regarded as normally applied in federal legis- 
latures constructed on the two-chamber plan.^ We find it 
also — when we turn to the Scandinavian states — ^in Sweden. 
In Norway, alone of West European states, the second 
chamber is elected by and out of the first. But it is 
noteworthy that in both Sweden and Norway, hut specially 

^ Th,© author did not hve to seo the eatablishmont of the Austrahan 
rtnTm-nrin'W’ealth. — Ed. 1 
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Norway, tte separation into two chambers is less oomplote 
than elsewhere. Thus in Norway tlie two bodies are 
united for the final vote on any law on which they dis- 
agree ; and in Sweden this method is adopted for preventing 
a deadlock in financial matters. 

As regards extent of the franchise, again, the pattern of 
England has not been followed. England has rather been 
dragged after the OorLtiuental movement than led it ; the 
tendency being almost everywhere in the direction of 
universal sufirage. 

§ L On the other hand, there has been a very important 
imitation of the judicial system of England. Eirst in the 
jury. Here, however, a distinction has to be taken between 
civil and criminal trials. So far as I know, outside the 
United Eongdom the jury in civil trials has only been 
adopted in Portugal ; but in criminal trials it has spread 
to most West European countries as an important element 
of the securities for freedom, for which, largely, ‘ constitu- 
tional ' government has been demanded. 

Also, in varying forms or degrees, the judicial protcc- 
tion afforded amply in England against encroachments by 
the executive on the liberty of the individual citii^Gn has 
been more or less imitated. But here wo must note a 
remarkable difference — even diametrical opposition — in 
the interpretation of the principle of ' Ksoparation of powers ^ 
in different countries, especially England and Prance, and 
it is curious that the two opposite views should both arise 
from a hona fide application of the same principle, and both 
he in a maimer derived from Montesquieu, who was 
historically the first to draw attention to the fundamental 
importance of the principle for the security of the private 
cithsen.^ 

The English interpretation of Montesquieu’s principle 

^ I may say that Montasuuieu’s view seems to me quite obscure on the 
particular point at issue ; in fact ho does not expressly treat of it In his 
famous chapter on the British Couatitution, Book xi, chap. vi. Also his 
defimfcions of * executive ’ and ' judicial ’ are not clear. But his genera 
idea is certainly ‘ To prevent arbitrary oppression, put the powers of govern- 

•mflntiT) difFftr-nt ^ -nrlc * 
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has always been — ‘ To secure legal liberty of citizens, let 
one organ (the legislature) lay down the law, another (the 
judicature) decide whether an alleged breach of law has 
been committed, another (the executive) organise and direct 
the physical force required to secure obedience to tie law 
and do whatever else is needed for carrying the law into 
efiect ; and let adequate independence be secured to all 
three.’ How to secure adequate independence is a difficult 
matter^; • and in particular Montesquieu held that the assent 
of the executive to new laws must be made necessary in 
order to prevent the legislature from undue interference 
with the executive : so, the very ground on which separa- 
tion is urged requires that separation not to he complete. 
But as regards the relation of the executive to the judiciary, 
the application of the principle has to English minds always 
seemed simple and obvious. The great point being that the 
executive is to be kept within the limits of the law, the 
question whether any of its memhers or subordinates has 
in any particular case exceeded them should — ^it seems 
obvious — not be left to the executive itself to decide, ‘ hTo 
man can be trusted to be an impartial judge in his own 
cause ’ ; hence, the English mind argues, the decision of 
these questions must be given to an independent judiciary. 

But the French interpretation is diametrically opposed. 
As Mr. Diooy says in his chapter on this subject in 
the Law of the Constitution (Part ii. chap, xii.), “ The 
expression ^ separation of powers ’ ... as interpreted 
by French history, by French legislation, and by the 
decisions of French tribunals . . . means neither more nor 
less than the maintenance of the principle that while 
ordinary judges ought to be irremovable and thus inde- 
pendent of the executive, the government and its officials 
ought (whilst acting officially) to be independent of and to a 
great extent free from the jurisdiction of the ordinary Courts.” 
Montesquieu’s doctrine was thus, he continues, misapplied 
by the French statesmen of the Eevolution, whose judgment 
was biassed, at once by knowledge of the inconveniences 
which had resulted from the interference of the French 
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farlements iu maUers of state, and by the cliaraotGristio 
and traditional desire to increase the force of the coni/ral 
government,” The result is “ that the relations of the 
government and its oIEcials towards private citizens are 
regulated by a whole body of special rules . . , which 
differ from the laws which govern the relation of one 
private person towards another,” And the ordinary 
tribunals have, speaking generally, no concern with any 
matter of ” this ao- called “ administrative law. Qy-estions 
of private right as between private citizens and all accusa- 
tions of crime fall within the jurisdiction of the civU 
tribunals. . . . But the ordinary judges are incompetent 
to pronounce judgment on any , , , act done by any official, 
high or low, hona fide in his official character.” The private 
individual must seek redress for a wrong done by an 
official in the discharge of his official duties from adminis- 
trative tribunals. Of these Mr. Dicey says, These so- 
called ^ Courts ’ have of comparatively recent times acquired 
to a certain extent a quasi- judicial character. ... We must 
take care, however, not to be deceived by names. The 
administrative authorities which decide all disjmtGS in 
regard to matters of administrative law may bo called 
‘ tribunals/ and may adopt forms moulded on the jjroooduro 
of a Court, but they all of them ... are composed of 
official persons, and, as is implied by the very pleas 
advanced in defence of withdrawing questions of adminis- 
trative law from the civil Courts, look upon the disputes 
brought before them from a governmental point of view, 
and decide them in a spirit different from the feeling 
which influences the ordinary judges.” 

Well, you see how differently the I'rench understand the 
principle of ‘ separation of powers ’ from the English. To 
the English mind it means, ' The function of judicially 
deciding whether a member or subordinate of the executive 
has kept within the limits of the law must be separated 
from the executive function.’ To the Erench mind it 
means ^ The function of judicially deciding disputes of 
right between private citizens must be kept apart from 
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the function of deciding whether members or subordinates 
of the executive have broken the law ; the latter function 
must therefore be given to special administrative tribunals.’ 
It certainly seems to me clear that the English inter- 
pretation is more in harmony with the general drift of 
Montesquieu’s idcas.^ 

^ It doos not, of course, follow that there la not anything to be said for 
the French yiew on general grounds of expediency, and general principlea of 
political conatiuotion, apart from Monteaguieu and his ideas. See Mr. Dicey’s 
book, pp. 326-8 [itli ed.), and my Ehm&nis of Politics, oh. xnv, § 8. 


LECTURE XXIX 

MODEBK EEDEEALISM 

§ 1. In my last two lectures I characterised briefly the 
history of conatitutiou-makmg in uuitary states, and dis- 
tinguished the two types between which, we may say, the 
actual constitutions known by the oommon name of con- 
stitutional monarchy he. In some oases, as in England, 
what may be called parliamentary government xmder 
the forma of constitutional monarchy is established and 
recognised : in other cases the struggle between this and 
what may be called constitutional monarchy proper, or 
simple constitutional monarchy, in which bho monarch 
governs as well as reigns, is still going on : while in 
Germany the reins of power are still firmly and imdis- 
putedly held by the hereditary monarch. In the single 
case of Eianoe parliamentary government is established in 
repubhean, not monarchical, form : but it cannot be said 
that the success or stability of this variety of the typo is as 
yet sufficiently clear for us to attribute any attractive force 
to the variety, or to predict that other West Eurox:)ean states 
are likely to ianitate France. The signs of the times seem 
to indicate that (Questions of the extension of the functions 
of government are more likely to engage the main attention 
of politicians of the coming generation than questions of 
change in the form of the internal polity. 

It may, however, have occurred to my hearers, that in 
the comparison of two types of modern constitutional 
monarchy as English and German respectively, I over- 
looked an important distinction between the two countries 
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selected as typical — ^viz., that the constitution of Germany 
is federal, while the constitution, of England is not ; England 
is what for contrast it is convenient to call a unitary 
state. I did not, however, overlooh this ; only it was not 
necessary for my argument to allude to it : because the point 
on which I had to lay stress — the relation of the monarch 
to the ministers who discharge executive functions, and to 
the representative assembly whose consent is necessary for 
legislation and fox the budget — is substantially the same in 
the German Empire and in the chief states that make it up, 
especially Prussia ; so that it is not materially a^ected 
by the ^vision of functions involved in the federal system. 
‘^^ether William of HohenzoUern acts as German Emperor 
or as Kin g of Prussia, in either case he appoints his 
own ministers, and the representative assembly — ^whether 
Federal or Prussian — makes no attempt to force on the 
monarch a prime minister practically selected by the 
majority of the assembly. At the same time, what I 

may call the “ federality ” of Germany — ^the union of the 
German states outside Austria into a larger whole for 
certain purposes, especially foreign affairs and war, while 
retaining their independence for many important matters 
of internal and civil legislation and administration this 
is a very noteworthy fact when we are considering the 
total result of political change in W estern Europe. 

It is also to be noted that a somewhat similar but more 
complicated federality is found in Austria, complicated 
owing to a quite peculiar muon between Austria and 
Hungary, superadded to a division of legislative functions 
between the imperial diet of Austria and local diets of the 
various provinces ox lands makbig up Austria as distinct 
from Hungary. So that there are three deliberative bodies 
for Austrian affairs : (1) a sort of dual body^two delep- 
tions of equal number chosen respectively by the Austrian 
and Hungarian Parliaments, who deliberate on the affairs of 
common interest for Austria and Hungary BimultaneouBly, 
but ordinarily apart, communicating and occasionally meet- 
ing ; (2) the imperial diet of Austria ; (3) the local diets 
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ol Bohemia, Styria, Tyrol, etc. : and there ia a correspond- 
ing division of execntivo fimctiorLS, Then, fiu’ther, in the 
affairs of Hungary fedeiality is introduced again in a 
rather peculiar form, resemhling that “ Irish Homo Buie ” 
’which it has boon proposed to introduce into the United 
Kingdom — I should perhaps say, resembling not the 
form of Irish Home Rule which was actually pro- 
posed here, but the form that is most consistent with 
the general principles of representative government^ That 
is, in a particular part of the Hungarian Idngdom 
— Croatia — ^there has been since 1872 a separate Parlia- 
ment which legislates on a part of those matters that 
are not regarded as common to the^ whole of the territories 
of the Hungarian Crown, the rest of such matters being 
legislated on in the Hungarian Parhament at Buda- 
pest, to which Croatia sends deputies ; the Croatian 
deputies voting in the Hungarian Parhament not on all 
matters, hut only on such matters as are not legislated on 
separately in the Croatian Parhament. 

You sec what a oomphoated case this is of the operation 
of what I have called fedeiality — t.e, of the plan of unitiivg 
communities for certain important purposes of government, 
while they are separate and independent for certain other 
important purposes. I use these vague terms because, as 
we shall see, the division of functions is made diilerently 
in different oases : hut we may say that wherever fedeiality 
is introduced, the matters assigned to the common govern- 
ment include the whole or the greater part of the manage- 
ment of foreign affairs. 

In the North;, in Scandinavia, we have also a dual state 
formed by Sweden and Norway ; though the tie of union 
here is materially more slender than that which unites 
A-Ustiia and Hungary. 

§ 2. Then, finally, in Switzerland we have th’b famous 
historic instance — ^unique in modern European history — of 
fedeiality handed down all but unbroken from medieval to 
modern times. In respect of continuity of development thc' 
Swiss federation is to the federal type almost what England 
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is to tile imitary type. And the medieval growth and 
development of the Swiss confederation is one of the few 
stories in later European history which has rivalled in 
dramatic interest the struggles of Greeks and Eomans 
against foreign enemies. How, in A.n. 1291, the peasants of 
Uri, Schwyz, and Unterwalden banded together — ^not for 
political independence at first, as they professed to maintain 
unimpaired their allegiance to the emperor, and even the 
rights ot subordinate feudal lords in their territory — but in 
a defensive alliance against the oppression of bailifis or 
middlemen acting for the feudal lords : how, in 1316, 
these rustic soldiers routed the feudal army of Leopold 
of Austria, hurling down stones and trunks of trees on 
them from the heights of Morgarten : how the triumphant 
confederacy begins to shake off dependence on feudal lords ; 
how neighbours sought entrance into it till, in 1363, it 
has become a league of eight states, including the free 
imperial cities of Bern and Ziirioh r how, twenty-five 
years later, the enlarged confederacy is victorious over 
another Austrian Corco, led by another Leopold, in the 
famous battle of Sempach, which practically gets rid fox 
ever of the overlordship of the Hapsbui’gs : — all this is 
fixed in the memory of those who read history in the old- 
faahioned, but not yet antiquated, spirit, in search of people 
and events to draw out their sympathies. Then, after this 
heroic fom*teenth century,’^ there follows a century less 
morally admirable, but no less prosperous : the confederacy 
makes conquests, and extends its protection over feebler 
neighbours ; till, after a victorious war with Charles of Bur- 
gundy (a.d. 1474-1477), its military prowess is established 
throughout Europe — so that, in the Italian wars that foUow, 
Switzerland is on all sides recognised as the prime source of 
first-rate mercenary infantry. At the end of the fifteenth 
century they have become practically independent of the 
empire, from which they are formally declared free in 1648 
• — ^having, early in the sixteenth century, been increased 
from eight states to thirteen, mth subject and protected 
territories : and having got through the struggles of the 
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of the strength that foderality has by this tinio acquired. 
Henceforward until the end of the eighteenth century there 
is no great change. 

Meanwhile the Confederation is by no moans homo- 
geneouB ox demooiatio in its constitution. Since the middle 
of the fourteenth century it has been a league of states with 
very dissimilar polity, partly of rural cantons, but partly of 
cities — ^notably Bern, the leading member- — in wHch we 
find the tendency to narrowing oligarchy which I noticed 
in the final phase of development of medieval city^polity.^ 
The cities despise the country districts attached to them, 
and especially the civic oligarchy of Bern rules its subject 
territories harshly : so the French revolutionary movement 
finds elements that welcome it eagerly, and the old Con- 
federation falls in 1798. Then, for the first and last time, 
federahty seems lost : the “ Helvetic Republic, one and 
indivisible/’ was proclaimed. But the federal tradition was 
too strong : in 1802 Bonaparte gives way to it and restores 
federality m some measure, and in 1814 there is a reaction 
to something like the previous constitution. 

Then, in 1848, after a civil wax, a new federal polity 
is formed to an important extent after a new model™ 
the United States of America. Bor here the resemblance 
between Switzerland and England ceases, Switzerland 
does not give the decisive model of federahty ; this is given 
by the United States of America. This leads me to the 
most important of aU the federal states to which European 
political development has led — the American — important 
especially from the great size of the territory over wliioh 
it has been mamtained. But of this I will speak more 
presently. 

§ 3. I have given this sketch of the development of the 
Swiss polity, not merely on account of the dramatic or 
romantic interest to which I referred, but because, as I said, 
Switzerland, like England, is an instance of a uniquely con- 
tinuous development of one specimen of a type of polity 
1 Lectures xvr. pp. 240, 241 ; xnt. pp. 267, 268 ; XX. p. 301. 
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from medieval to modem conditions , a number of other 
specimens of the same land having failed to persist. 

For it must not be supposed that the union of the Swiss 
cantons and cities is an isolated and peculiar phenomenon 
in its first stage — mean in the fourteenth and fifteenth 
centuries, when the confederates still maintain a full 
aclmowledgment of Imperial supremacy. On the contrary, 
as I had occasion to point out in a previous lecture,^ con- 
federations for defence of common rights and interests, by 
force of arms if necessary, are a common phenomenon in 
Germany in this period, after the failure of the Holy Eoman 
Empire to accomplish its task of reducing Germany and 
Italy to order has become manifest soon after the middle of 
the thirteenth century. For example, you will remember the 
great Hanseatic League of North German cities which (a.i). 
1367-1370) waged successful war agamst the Scandinavian 
Idngdoms. As I said, similar, though less famous, leagues 
of cities axe numerous : and not only of cities : the lesser 
nobility form similar leagues against the encroachments of 
the greater, and the tendency to combination goes further, 
and nobles and cities form similar unions. Indeed, so far 
as medieval representative institutions arc duo to an impulse 
from below, as they largely are in Germany, we may regard 
tliem as having a icderal character in their aims ; — ^though, 
in the form of polity in which they ultimately result, this 
federal character is obscured by the monarchical headship 
of the country states into which Germany breaks up, while 
the federal bond which holds these states together in an 
Empire is increasingly feeble. 

The Swiss Confederation, then, so far as the cities are 
concerned, was the reverse Of an isolated phenomenon : but 
this is not the case with the rural cantons. For the most 
part in Germany the peasants were excluded from the 
movement of free combination: the survival of the feudal 
organisation of society kept them down too effectively. The 
only exceptions besides Switzerland are, like Switzerland, to 
be explained by the nature of the country : it seems to have 
^ Lecture xxt. pp. 306, 306. 
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required either the mountains of the Alps, or the soa-coast 
of Friesland and Ditmarsh^ to enable free coniinunitics of 
peasants to develop and combine. But we note that the 
protection of the sea was less efEective than the mountains : 
the germs of free democracy and federal polity in Friesland 
lade in the fifteenth century, and Ditmarsh, the other mari- 
time exception to the general course of things, has ceased 
to be an exception before the end of tho sixteenth century. 

But the mention of the sea and of Friesland may remind 
you that I have omitted one European state that for a long 
time possessed a federal polity, and that in a period of its 
history which rivals the Swiss in the interest of a dramatic 
struggle ending in victory and brilliant prosperity. I refer, 
of course, to Holland — or rather the United Netherlands. 
I left this out in my survey of European federality, because 
in the nineteenth century the federality of the Netherlands 
is not more than a survival : the poHty is in the main the 
ordinary constitutional monarchy, only with somewhat larger 
powers and higher dignity attached to the local governments 
of the old United Provinces once sovereign and leagued. 
I win not therefore trace the formation of their federal 
polity, and the complicated and varying relations between 
“ Estates-General ” — the main federal organ — and tho quasi- 
monarch Stadtholder ; the latter tending to prevail in the 
eighteenth century. Nor will I go into the history of tho 
struggle of the United Netherlands. It is more dramatic 
even than the Swiss, as the Hollanders are less continuously 
successful : in fact, on land they are palpably inferior to 
Spain, which is trying to reduce them. They are as mani- 
festly saved by their relation to the sea as the Swiss by their 
mountains ; but here again we" see that the protection of 
the sea is less complete : it is clearly the greater danger 
of war which presses the pohty from the form of a 
federal republic towards that of a limited monarchy. 

§ i, It is time that we should pass to a closer considera- 
tion of the notion of federality and the conditions which 
tend to favour its introduction, and of the distinctive char- 
' ctpyisiip' of 
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I may begin by remarldng tliat ranoli Grerman learning 
and subtlety has been applied to distinguishing the conception, 
of a Federal State ” {Bundes-Siaat) Irom that of a Con- 
federation of States {Staatenbund), I think that perhaps 
undue importance has been attached to the aim of getting 
a clear and sharp distinction. I do not, at any rate, pro- 
pose to discuss the various possible lines that may be drawn : 
or determine exactly when communities forming a union 
designed to he permanent cease to be individually sovereign 
— especially as federality in Switzerland has a long career 
before any sovereignty is claimed. It is more important 
from our point of view to observe that when a federal com- 
munity is formed by the union of communities previously 
independent — I shall presently observe that this is not the 
only way, though it has been the most important way of 
introducing federality — ^the union tends to get closer and 
the conditions more definite and stable as time goes on ; so 
that the two notions — confederation of states, federal state 
— ^represent two stages in the development of federafity. 
Here I will confine myself to the examination of such 
unions in a comparatively stable condition, to which the 
term “ Federal State ” may in a broad sense be applied. 

I may begin by pointing out that a federal state is only 
one land of composite state. As I said in my Elements of 
Politios^ a state including parts that have, from any cause, 
a high degree of political separateness may be called com- 
posite ; even if the governments of its parts are controlled 
regularly by one supreme legislature, so that its constitution 
still remains formally unitary. If a state thus constituted 
is under popular government, and its supreme legislature is 
elected only by, or consists only of, the citizens who reside 
in a portion of its territory, the other parts of the state are 
commonly said to bo ” dependencies ” of the portion to which 
the legislature is formally responsible : and a similar differ- 
ence may practically exist under other forms of govern- 
ment, although the formal constitutional rights of the great 
majority of the inhabitants may be the same throughout 
^ Of, Mlements of RoUticSy ch. xxvi. § 1. 
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the territory of the state. For example, UTider absolute 
monarchy, thougl] no part ol the state can be lornially 
a dependency ol any otlier part, it may be so practically ; 
the monarch may choose his leading subordinates oxclnaivcly 
or mainly irom a portion of his dominions, and be practi- 
cally under the exclusive influence of its public o]hnion. 
This position of dependence, whether formal or only prac- 
tical, is calculated to cause discontent : and it is not likely 
to be permanently acquiesced in by communities habituated 
to popular government and feeling themselves on a level in 
civilisation with the dominant community ; unless, indeed, 
they are very unequal in size, or unless their exclusion 
from political rights is compensated by economic advan- 
tages, which, again, will be likely to excite the jealousy of 
the inhabitants of the dominant portion of the state. Hence, 
unless one portion of such a composite state is overwhelm- 
ingly superior in size and strength, there will be a tendency 
to an approximate equalisation of political privileges among 
the parts ; and if at the same time there is a general desire 
to secure the political separateness of the parts as well as 
their union in the larger whole, bhoro will be a further 
tendency to demand that the division of functions between 
the goveimneat of the whole and the government of the 
parts shall be determined by a constitution whicli the com- 
mon legislature of the whole is not competent to change — 
at any rate by the ordinary process of legislation. 

These, I think, arc essential characteristics of the modern 
idea of a federal state : — a whole made up of parts, with 
approximate equality of political position among the parts, 
and a clear and precise as well as balanced and stable 
constitutional division of governmental functions between 
the government of the whole and the government of the 
parts. Hrstorically, however, this latter characteristic is 
attained late : in the leading instances of historical federa- 
tions, we find for a long time no such clear and precise 
constitutional division of powers, although practically the 
parts retain their independence, while efiectively united 
in a whole. A certain balance of power is therefore more 
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essential titan clearness and precision in the division of 
power. Bat, no doubt, if there is no such clear division 
there seems an obvious danger of friction and conflict be- 
tween the governments of the parts and the government of 
the whole, and a difficulty of maintaining the balance of 
power wMch is characteristic of a federal state. In the 
nineteenth century, therefore, when constitutional ideas are 
well developed, the maintenance of this division naturally 
carries, with it some distinction between the ordinary central 
legislature, that makes laws on the matters not reserved 
to the part-states according to the constitutional division of 
powers — and the extraordinary legislature, as Austin calls 
it, that has the power of altering the fundamental con- 
stitution. This distinction may exist in a unitary state, 
but it is a natural security of an orderly and harmonious 
federal constitution. 

^Brom this comes a curiously mingled result as regards 
bhe stability of a federal state. On the one hand, the 
gre^itor indcpondonce of the parts tends to make it less 
coherent than a unitary state ; so that if discord arises the 
parts break oil more easily and smoothly, so to say. This 
was illustrated by the civil war in North America (1861- 
1861). If the Uxiited States had been a unitary state, with 
slavery in one part, there might no doubt have been a civil 
wor : but the rebels could hardly have cut themselves adrift 
in solid aggregates, in the apparently orderly and business- 
like way in wMch the Sonthern States voted themselves out 
of the Union one after another, while the Northern States 
looked on. On the other hand, so long as disorder and 
disruption are prevented, the constitution tends to be un- 
usually stable : as again is illustrated by the United States, 
where the consent of three-fourths of the federated states 
is required for a change in the constitution — ^which has 
practically prevented almost any change for a hundred 
years, except the momentous change in enfranchising the 
negroes, due to the civil war. 

The division of functions between the common govern- 
ment of the whole and the separate governments of the 
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parts naturally varies. TIxb goiiGral idea is tliai tke Jedova- 
tion is to be a wbole for external relations, while each part 
is to be independent in internal affairs. But (1) this prin- 
ciple does not settle how matters external to tlie parts but 
internal to the whole are to be determined — that is, matters 
that concern the relations of the parts as, for instance, free 
trade among them. And (2) some matters pmna facie internal 
to the parts may expediently be left to the government of 
the whole, on account of the mischief or inconvenience that 
would be caused by want of unitornhty. To this class 
belong (e.g.) the regulation of currency, bankruptcy, patents 
and generally commeicial law, crixoiaal law, etc. Matters 
belonging to both these classes are to a considerable 
though varying extent left, in modern federal states, to 
the common government. 

§ 6. Let ns now consider the conditions under which 
the federal form of polity is suitable and naturally tends 
to arise. Of these by far the most important — throughout 
the period of history that we have traced until comparatively 
recent times, and even now more important than any other 
— ^is the need of strength in external relations. Where 
there are adjacent communities, anxious to preserve a real 
independence, but afraid of proving too weak in isolation 
to hold their own with powerful states in their neighbour- 
hood, a federal union is an obvious resource. This, as 
we saw, is exemphfied by the part played by federalism 
throughout Greek history : and it is no less exemplified 
by the various — either abortive or successful — attempts at 
federal union which appear in later medieval and early 
modern history. 

Thus, to refer to instances above given, the league of the 

Hanse ” towns of Northern Germany was formed to main- 
tain their commercial interests, and so was the league of the 
cities of the Rhine ; the more permanent federal union of the 
Swiss cantons originated in the efiort of small peasant com- 
munities of mountaineers to maintain their independence ; 
and the union of the provinces of Holland was formed 
in the terrible heroic struggle against the persecuting 
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armies of Spain in the last quarter of the sixteenth, century. 
In all these cases it is clear that nothing but the need of 
greater strength in external relations would have brought 
about a union of so durable a kind, among the federating 
Gonununities. Hence the varied efforts of partial federation 
which distinguish the Romano-Germanic Empire fj’om the 
thirteenth century onward axe largely due to the weakness 
of the central goyernment. 

Even, in the more recent case of the United States of 
America, this motive seems to have been on the whole the 
decisive one in overcoming the mutual jealousies and love 
of independence of the originally separate colonies of Eng- 
land who threw oE the yoke of the mother-country. In 
the case, however, of the United States, though the first 
federal union was due to the War of Independence, com- 
mercial considerations seem to have had an important share 
in bringing about the second and more stable union of 1780. 
And considerations of this kind are likely to be important 
in the future, so long as states endeavour by elaborately 
arranged tariffs to exclude or hamper the competition of 
foreign producers in their markets : it will generally be an 
advantage to the aggregate of the members of a large state 
that they enjoy a comparatively large area of unrestricted 
trade- — assuming that internal trade is unrestricted. When 
the case of the United States is quoted as an instance of 
the prosperity derived from protection, it is a fair answer 
that the United Stales present the largest area of unre- 
stricted free trade that the world has yet seen. 

§ 6. I now turn to the aspect of federalism — ^ia which it 
presents itself as more in harmony with the ideal of modern 
democracy than a unitary polity — as a means of xeaUsing 
the maximum of liberty compatible with order. 

The doctrine of popular sovereignty as spread by Rous- 
seau was cosmopolitan, and the theoretical determination of 
the hroits of the sovereign people, when once Rousseau’s 
idea of direct democracy is abandoned, was left somewhat 
obscure. So when, immediately after the great crisis of 
change in France, the revolutionary propaganda was com- 
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itiei^ced ixom Franco m centre, it easily bloudcd ^vii»h tlie 
old desire for national aggrandisement ; and tlins tlio tranBi- 
tion from the enthusiastic issue in the }iamo of republican 
theory of a charter of liberties to Europe, to the Napoleonic 
eflortss to establish France in an imperial position in Europe, 
was not a sharp or abrupt transition. The movement of 
^'nationality” — as characteristic of the nineteenth century 
as constitution-making — ^was as much a reaction against, as 
a contirLnation of, the French revolutionary movement : and 
the clear apprehension of the danger of a '‘tyranny of the 
majority ” — which Rousaean had overlooked — on which 
writers like Tocqueville laid stress, drew attention to the 
important guarantee of liberty furnished by local self- 
government. 

There are, no doubt, important considerations on the other 
side ; and it may he observed that they grow stronger, the 
more highly civilised and densely populated a country be- 
comes. Average statesmanship must be expected to bo less 
enlightened in local legislatures, and the daiigcr of mis- 
chievous legislation in the interest of a predominant class is 
greater — since such predominance has many more chances 
in one or other of a number of districts than in the whole 
country. But what I am concerned to point out now is 
that we have here, as 1 before noticed, another way— distinct 
from union of communities previously independent — in 
•which, in modem times, federality has come to be developed : 
namely by the establishment of secured local liberties, 
mainly xmder the induence of the sentiment of nationality, 
in states that were previously of the unitary type. It may 
be observed that such states have often had a kind of 
federality, only obscured by the predominance of the 
monarchical common government. The formation of states, 
in the feudal period and that of transition from feudalism, by 
marriage of hereditary lords with heiresses, naturally tended 
to this. Austria is a conspicuous surviving instance, but 
^^any other states were in this condition, only the decay of 
jm^dieval representative iostitutions and the development 
ofr^c^axchical power gradually obliterated federality. 
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§ 7. TJic fuiure of constitutional monarcliy I was unwilling 
to prophesy : but I feel more disposed to predict a develop- 
ment of lederality, partly from the operation of the demo- 
cratic tendency just noticed, partly from the tendency 
shown throughout the history of civilisation to form con- 
tinually larger political societies — as Spencer would say, 
to “integration’’ — which seems to accompany the growth 
of civilisation. This tendency we traced in the early 
historj^ .of the Gr^oco-Italian city-states ; Rome and Athens 
were obviously formed by the aggregation of elements be- 
tween which a state of hostility had previously existed. 
We noticed also that the history of the German tribes 
showed them gradually combining in larger and larger 
aggregates. And especially we noticed how, in the third 
century B.O., after the Greek cities had been for forty years 
tossed helpless in the strife among the successors of Alex- 
ander — against whose armies they were, from mere size, 
unable ellectively to contend — ^tho revival and extension of 
the Ach<')oan league, imibing several imporiant city-states into 
one body with the old, comparatively insignificant Achaean 
towns, gave thorn a brie[ interval of real independence. 
We have seen the same tendency in recent times in the 
formation ot Goi'inany and Italy : and we have in North 
America ^an imj)rGHsive example of a political society main- 
taining internal peace over a region larger than Western 
Europe. I tlioreforo think it not beyond the limits of a sober 
forecast to conjecture that some further integration may 
take place in the West European states : and if it should 
take place, it seems probable that the example of America 
will be followed, and that the new political aggregate will 
be formed on the basis of a federal polity.^ 

When we turn our gaze from the past to the future, an 
extension of federalism seems to me the most probable of 
the political prophecies relative to the form of government. 

1 Of. JfJlemerUs of Poliiics, ot. xiv. § 1. 
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Note A — to page 80 

DECLINE IN TELE NUMBER OE SPABTANS 

The decline in tlie number of Spartans is phenomenal. Herodotus 
(vii. 234) reckons about 8000 Spartans when Thermopylae was 
fought (480 B.o.) ; Grilbert (Gnechisohen StaatsaUerthumer^ vol, i. 
p. 41, 2nd ed.) calculates that there were hardly more than 1600 
in 371 B.o, ; Aristotle, “ not even 1000 ” in say 330-322 B.o. ; 
Plutarch [Ag. 6), only 700 in 243 b.o., of whom 100 only y^v 
Ket<ry)iJbivoL teal teXijpov, the rest d S’ dXXos o^Xos‘ diropo^ /cat 
drifjios rfj TToXei TTap^icdBifjro , On this it is to be remarked 
that (1) the remarkable doclino in Spartan population is in the 
years 480 to 371, and (2) tho remarkable decline in fully qualified 
citizons is in tho years 330 to 243, because one may infer from 
tho language of Aristotle that the exclusion on the ground of 
poverty had not gone very far. If so, the law of Epitadeus 
cannot bo the explanation of (1) unless Epitadeus lived earlier 
than Plutarch thinks {Ag. 6). I am disposed to agree with 
Curtins (Bk. ii. ch. i.) that citizenship was granted to trained non- 
citizens — sometimes illegitimate children of Spartans, sometimes 
fiSdaKes (of. Phylarch, ap. Ath. vi. 271 e), ie. Helots or strangers 
{^ivoL rcov TpojiLpbaiv, Xen. Hell. v. iii. 9) brought up and educated 
with Spartans. I think the numbers were kept up in this way 
by adoption with the king’s approval. But the mere cessation 
of this win hardly explain the paucity of Spartans in the 
Peloponnesian war compared with Thermopylae. Is it possible 
that the class afterwards called veohapLcoSeis were confounded by 
Herodotus with Spartans, and served along with them ; and 
that afterwards the separation was made more strict ? 

Busolt (Griechischen Staatsalterthumerf § 101) attributes the 
rapid depopulation of Sparta (1) partly to the losses in the con- 
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tiniial war'^j (2) partly to “ das geatorte Familicnleben nnd dio 
Uppiglceit/' But (1) Irom Lycurgus to the Persian war the 
Spartans had had aa much fighting ; (2) this cause could hardly 
operate much in the fourth century, according to Busolt’s 
account of its causes and operation, and the great decline is 
from 480 to 371 b.o. Busolt, however, holds, without, I think, 
adequate grounds, that there were 6000 Spartans at Mantinea 
in 418 B.c, (op. cit § 98). This would surely make the depopula- 
tion from B.c. 418 to 371 quite inexplicable. 


Note B — to page 84 

CAVAIiRY AOT) OLIGAKOHY 

I think we niusfc take Aristotle’s generalisation about the first 
polity after the kings being e/c rcov un'jricov'^ [Pol. vi, (rv.) ch. ziii. ) as 
having a substantial and general value as a historical generalisa- 
tion, rather than as being iorraally and universally true. It may 
have been true that the htTreis in many states were coextensive 
with the members of the general assembly, and that this had 
some political functions. But in the only case in which we hear 
definitely of such a constitution — Kyme in Aeolis — is not the 
original constitution hut an enlargement. There ia no reason to 
suppose that the oligarchy — or group of ohgarchies — ^in Thessaly, 
which seems to have lasted an indefinite time under the probably 
slight control of the common king — was an oligarchy of this 
kind : or that the Thessalian cavalry consisted entirely of persons 
who had, as such, political rights. In the fourth century 
Demosthenes (war’ “Aptcr. 687 and Trcpt. Hvvra^, 173) speaks of 
Menon of Phaiaalus ioining an army with 200 or 300 “ iWeOat, 
'irevearaLs- tS/otv,” and I do not see why the cavalry of the fifth 
century or earlier should not have been largely constituted in 
this way. 


Note 0 — to page 89 

EAULY OlilOABOHY AND TBAUE 

There is a danger of antedating the sentiment against traders. 
I see no adequate evidence that it was felt in the times of early 
aristocracy or oligarchy. 
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In the Odyssey (i, 180) the character assumed by Athena 
is that of a ruler of the oar-loving Taphians ’’ sailing on a 
mercantile expedition “ to Temcse to purchase brass, carrying 
bright iron as his freight.” . This passage seems to me to have 
more importance than the expression of contempt for merchants 
as unathletic in Od. viii. 156. Again, Sappho’s brother, who 
appears to have been of good family, carried vdne as a mer- 
chant from Lesbos to Naucratis (Strabo xvii, 808), Solon, 
again, is not represented as having lost caste by taking to 
commerce (Plut. Sol. ii.). 

Certainly in what we hear of the great Euhoean cities in 
the eighth and seventh centuries there is no sign of any such 
jealousy between commercial and agricultural wealth. After 
they have been colonising and commercial for nearly a century, 
under the Hippobotae, Chalcis fights with Eretria ia an antique 
chivalrous manner about a fertile plain. So again in Megara — 
after more than a century of commercial enterprise, in which 
Megara has been competing somewhat with Corinth in Sicily and 
more efiectually with Miletus for the trade of the Euxine, and 
founding successful colonies in both places, especially in the 
Propontis — we find that about 630 B.o. the disturbance which 
gives the opportunity for Tyrannis is a quarrel about the en- 
croachments of the rich on public pasture-land (Ar. Pol. viii. 
(v.) ch. v.)* century later the jealousy of “ new wealth ” is 
bitterly expressed by Theognia, but this is after the Tyrannis : 
and the hitterness is directed against low-horn people, not against 
traders as such. 

It is noteworthy that in the disputes between debtors and 
creditors, of which we catch a glimpse in Athens as leading to 
the Solonian legislation, and in Megara not long afterwards 
(Plut. Qiiaest. Graec. 18), there is no hint that the creditors are 
a different class from the wealthy landowners of old family : the 
whole account (Plut. Sol., cf. also ^A6. woA.) sugge>sts that it was 
these dpxo-^d'^^ovTOL — at any rate no less than any nouvemx riches 
who had acquired land — ^who oppressed the poor farmer. I 
agree with Busolt [StaatsalUrthimer, § 34) that all this conflict 
was probably, partly at least, due to the change from ISTatural- 
wirthschaft ” to “ Geldwirthschaft,” when the coining of gold 
and silver came in about the beginning of the seventh century ; 
and doubtless one consequence of this was the intrusion of new 
wealth into the circle of old families — ^the barter of wealth fox 
birth in marriage which causes the bitter complaint of Theognia 
that men take care of race in their horses hut not in their 
wives, and that women arenas bad.” (Theog. Bleg. 34. This 
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indicates, by the way, a eomewhat unexpected freedom of matri- 
monial choice on the part of women in Megara,) The changes 
such as those in the Soloniau constitution by which wealth and 
not old family was made the ground of the fullest political 
privileges would also be a consequence. 

"We may note that the exclusion of handicrafts and retail 
trades does not imply exclusion of merchants. ITor instance, the 
practice Jn Thebes (Ar. Pol vii, (vi.) ch. vii.) that political 
privileges were only given d-TToa^ojaenoc? rtnd I'&v 

^avavao)v ^pycov, would not, I conceive, apply to large commerce. 


Note D — ^to page 94 

PMOBITY OE OBEEK COLONIES HJf OIVTUSATIOIT 

Nothing is more remarkable than the priority of the Grreek 
colonies in civilisation. For instance, philosophy remains for two 
centuries colonial : it begins and for some time is concentrated 
in Asia Minoi, then the historic interest of it passes, in the main, 
to Italy and Sicily. It is not till near the middle of the fifth 
century, in the predominance of Athens after the Persian war, 
that it finds its natural home there. 

This priority of civilisation is doubtless partly due to greater 
natural advantages, namely: — (1) fertility of soil, notably in 
Italy (Magna Graecia), where, consequently, the wealth and 
luxury of Sybaris in the sixth century became and remains 
proverbial ; and (2) greater power of expansion : the natives 
being in too low a state of civilisation to be formidable — at 
least for the first two centuries, from 735 b.c., when colonisation 
naainly begins, to the end of the sixth century. (Afterwards 
gamnites, Lucaniana, Bruttiana, become more formidable in war, 
and restrict the Italic Greeks to the coast.) Probably moreover, 
colonies then, as now, tended to contain a larger proportion 
of the energy and enterprise of the mother-state : and to start 
with political institutions free from certain elements of antiquity 
that impeded progress. Their danger would be that, cut adrift 
from old political habits, their progress would be rapid, but lead 
to less stable and satisfactory results. And this seems to be 
the case— comparin^r Athens (e.p.) with Syracuse. 
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Note E — to page 183 

OONTRABIOTION BETWEE5T JITS QKNTimT AND JUS NATURAIE 
RESPEOTINO SLAVERY 

Slavery, says Florentinus, “ is a constitutio of tlie jus gentium 
by wliicli a man is subjected to the mastery of anotHer contra 
naturam ’’ (Dig, i. 6, 4)-““ contrary to jus naturae,"^’ is said still 
more explicitly in the Justinian Institutes (i. iii. 2). 

The placid recognition by the jurists of contrariety between 
the jus mturae and institutions universal in the actual com- 
munities ^whioh they knew is rather remarkable, considering the 
strong language in which the Stoics and Cicero and even later 
jurisconsults affirm the immutable validity of the law of nature, 
being as they conceive it the law of eternal reason. It was 
actually a charge brought by Plutarch against the Stoics that 
they recognised no validity in any positive laws of any states 
except BO far as identical with the true law of nature and reason 
— and certainly Cicero^s phrases about the Law of Nature bear 
this out. But it is more surprising to find G-aius (Dig. vii. 6) 
sajdng that an argument of natural right (natumlis ratio) cannot 
be afiected by the auctoritas senatus, and that “ no consideration 
of civil right can afiect the force of natural right ” (Dig, iv. 6.8); 
and Celsus affirming that “ no law can render legitimate what 
nature forbids {Dig, 1. 17). 


Note P — to page 280 

OBABTJAL BESTBIOTION OE THE POWEB OE THE DOOE 

Venice — like Sparta in the earlier evolution of city-states — ^is 
interesting to the modern student of politics, because it shows 
the gradual reduction of monarchical power. For though the 
Venetian Doge was elective — and not elective in one family 
— ^he .was, as Sismondi says (vol. m. ch. xx.), irremovable, 
supreme judge, general of aU the forces of the state, honoured 
with ceremonial of something like oriental magnificence, and 
often authorised to transmit his dignity to his children. Hence 
the gradual process by which his powers were restricted may be 
called a process from monarchy to oligarchy. 

After the first appointment of a Duke or Doge in a.d. 697 
there weje three Doges and then the dukedom was abolished 
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and a yearly presidency tried : but this was found inadequate, 
and in a.b. 74.7 the Doge was returned to. During the next 
three centuries the Doges struggle for heredity but unsuccess- 
fully. Then., as Sismondi tells us, in A.n. 1-032, two counsellors 
were given him, whose assent was requisite to any governmental 
action : he was prohibited from sharing his powe^ with a son, 
and obliged to take counsel, on important occasions, with leading 
citizens invited ” ('pregadi) to advise him. A hundred and forty 
years later — without abolishing the general assemblies of the 
people, which continued to be summoned on important occasions 
until the fourteenth century — an annual council of 480 citizens was 
formed, to which were entrusted all the powers not exercised by 
the Doge, and, jointly with him, the sovereignty of the republic. 
But in the case of this council, as in other Italian elecTfcions, the 
choice was not directly made hy the people. Twelve tribunes — 
two from each quarter — ^had each to select forty members of the 
council, being prohibited from choosing more than four of one 
family. These tribunes, in the twelfth century, seem to have been 
elected by the people ; afterwards the election fell into the hands 
of the council, which then further claimed the right of conhrming 
or rejecting the selection made by the tribunes, before resigning 
its annual oJQ&ce. Thus in the thirteenth century, the annually 
elected — apparently representative — council had become a 
practically co-optative body. The Venetian nobles, however, wore 
kept from the ordinary v^pLs of oligarchs, between the Doge on 
the one hand, and the people on the other : since, in any struggle 
of physical force with the people, they could count on no advan- 
tage similar to that possessed by the Lombard nobl£:s when it 
came to fighting in the plain. Hence, whereas elsewhere in 
Italian cities the administration of justice against nobles is a 
matter of such difficulty that it has to be placed in the hands of 
a single man armed with dangerous power, in Venice, on the 
contrary, in a.d. 1179, criminal justice is taken away from the 
Doge, and entrusted to a “ quamntia mcchia composed of forty 
members of the Great Council. 

Then in A.n. 1229, the council of pregadi — corresponding to 
the consiglio di credenza elsewhere — was fixed in number at sixty, 
and made elective hy the Grand Council, to which it became 
probouleutic,” having for its special charge the supervision of 
trade and foreign affairs. At the same time were appointed five 
correttori della promissione ducale and three inquisitori del doge 
defunto. The duty of the latter was to examine complaints of 
his conduct, and in case of condemnation, to exact reparation 
from his heirs. The industry of the correctors of the ducal 
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oath led to a large collection of promissioni ducali from a.d. 1240 
onward, continued during the thirteenth century. The promiee/' 
as Sismondi says, comes to be a resignation of sovereign rights. 
The Doge promises not only to observe the laws and execute the 
decrees of the coimcils, but not to correspond with foreign 
powers ; not to open letters addressed to him by his subjects, 
except in the presence of one of his councillors ; to hold no 
property outside the state of Venice ; not to intervene in any 
judgment either of right or in fact ; never to try to increase his 
power in the state ; never to let any of his relations hold from 
him aity office civil, military, or ecclesiastical, within the republic 
or outside ; never to let a citizen kiss his hand or kneel before 
him. This list is oddly unlike the retention of show without 
substance*, which usually characterises the transition to oligarchy 
imder monarchical forms. The explanation doubtless is that after 
all the Venetians did not want the Doge to become a mere 
ceremonial and symbol. 


Note G — to page 392 

BOirSSEAU’S VIEW OE THE GENEUAE WILL 

We must distinguish according to Rousseau (Oonirat social, 
bk. II, chap, hi.) between la wlonte de tous — which is a somme de 
wlontes pariiculi^res and has regard to private interests — and la 
wlonte genemle, which concerns only Vinterit commim ; but if we 
strike out' of account the mutually neutralising elements in the 
will of individuals, what remains will be the wlonU genemle. 
The volonte generah alone can legitimately guide the forces of 
the state according to the end of the institution, which is ce qidil 
y a de commun dans les diff events inter ^ts (bk. ii. chap. But 
for this will to be really general, it must express itself in laws 
which oUigent on favorisent egalement tous les citoyens, not in 
privileges or decisions directed to particular cases (bk. n. chap, 
iv.). Rousseau’s mistake lies (1) in not seeing that the decision 
of an aggregate must actually be the decision of the majority ; 
and (2) that a law cannot be certain to afiect all equally, unless 
they are absolutely similar in condition and circumstances. 

In book IV. chap, i., he explains that in a well-constituted 
state, in which hommes reunis se consider ent comme m seul 

corps, legislation is a simple matter : Ic lien commun se monire 
partout avec evidence et ne demands (lue du Ion sens pour Ure apergu. 
But when les interns mticuliers commencent h se faire sentir el les 
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petites societes h influer sur la grande, tte volonte genemle is not 
destroyed or corrupted, "but subordinated : die est toujonrs constante, 
inalterable et pure, but individuals prefer their private interests to 
the general. Even the bribed voter has in him unoxtinguished 
the volo7ite generale ; but what he expresses is a volonte partioulUre. 
His vote answers a wrong question — not “ whether it is im- 
portant to the state/ ^ but whether it is important to me and 
my party/’ etc. La hi de Vordre public dans les assemUees est . 
de fair eguela volonte generale soit toujour s interrogee et quhllereponde 
toujouTs, We may remark on this that it seems surprising that 
Eousseau could think that the end he has in view ccsuld be 
attained by any hi d'ordre public. The real difficulty lies in the 
opposition between sectional interests. And further it is a 
psychological error to suppose that the abstract distinction which 
Eousseau draws between the volonte particulikre and the volonte 
generale is actually realised in the minds of individuals. The 
commoner case is that the individuaTs perception of the common 
interest is really perverted by his strong desire of his own. 
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Liherum veto in Poland, 341 
Lioinio-Sextian Laws, 143, 149, 161 
Locke, 44, 302, 357-369, 391, 417 
Lombardy, cities of, 269 seq. 

London in Middle Ages, 239 
Lords, House of, 416 ; not imitated in 
new constitutions, 421 
Lot, appointments made by, 105, 128, 
296 seq. 

Louis XIV., 189, 321 seq,, 334, 381, 
396 seq., 412 
Lyourgus (see Sjarta) 

Macedonia, its monarchy and as- 
sembly, S8; supremacy of, 132, 188 
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McLennan on Primitive Marriage, 62 
secjf., 58 
Mad wig, 176 

Magistrates, appointment of, in Grrcek 
oligarchies, 102 seq. (see Gonmls, 
Executive) 

Maine, Sir Henry, his Patriarchal 
Theory, 47 ; Ancient Law and 

Early Uistory of Institutions^ 172 
seq.^ \7l^seq,^ 180 j on Montos- 
quxou and Kousseaii, 372, 378 seq.^ 
S84 seq. 

Man tinea, democracy of, 103 (note) 
Marins, G., 166 

Matilda, Countess of Tuscany, 286, 287 
Medici in Florence, 301 
Megalopolis, 92, 138 
Megara, 116, 138, 283 ; App. 443 
Milan, 270 seq, 

Millj John Stuart, 114 
Ministers, relation of, to Grown and 
Parliament, 401 seg-., 416 scq. 
Modern liistory, whence dated, 320 
&eq, 

Mominaon on original Poman consti- 
tution, 30, 41 ; on urban concentra- 
tion of Pome, 147 (note) ; on 
Soman ofliGes, 160 
Monarchy (kingship, royalty), absol- 
iite, defined, 10, why com mo n, 10, ll ; 
movement to, in German primitive 
community, 32, 33 ; in Homeric do- 
soriptions, 34 seq . ; in early Crrocco, 
62 seg., 72 scg. ; in Aristotle’s sya- 
tem, 110, 129, 130 ; beginning of 
medieval, 191 ; absolute in We stern 
Hurope, 194 \ German inGonuection 
xvith empire, 196 seq^ \ feudal, 2Q9 
seq^ ; in England, 212, 312 seq . ; 
absolute, naovemeiifc to, in Europe, 
316-344 ; Hanoverian, 369 sag., 
404 ; French, 382 sag. ; dofeots 

of ahaoluto, 412 

MontesquiaUj 338, 371 5«g., 8S0 seg., 
413 seq. 

Hapoleon, 319 
Hation defined, 26, 27 
Nature, law of {jus 180 s<3g., 

328 (note 3), 360, 357 379 seg.; 

Rous-aeau on, 387 ; App. 445 

Nature, state of, according to Hobbes 
and Locke, 354-361 ; Eouaacau on, 
388 seq. 

Noraotheimy 106 

Norman kings (see Konaroky in Eng- 
land] 

Norway, 318, 421, 428 
Numa, King, 56, 220 


Oligarohy, early form of gov eminent 
in Grooeo, 02 seq.y 71 ; movoinont 
again .st, 89, 90, 93-95 ; Aristotle’s 
claasifieation of oligarcliios, 102; in 
Aristotle's system, 110 ; in Gorman 
cities, 249, 250, 266, 267 ; in Italian, 
270 seq., 283 ; disruptive, feudal, 
317 ; in England, etc., 318, 371 ; 
Greek in relation to cavalry, A^ep. 
442 ; and to trade, App. 442, 443 
“ Ordinances of Justice " in Florence, 
294 seg. 

Otto, Emperor, 196 5cg., 229, 248, 266 

• 

Papacy, Pope (see OMirch, Theocracy) 
Papal S talcs, States of the Church, 
261-264 

Tarlamento in Italian oiti«a, 274, 279, 
287 

Parlements in Franco, 339, 394, 424 
Parliament (see under Estates and 
England) 

Parliamentary govenunent, types of, 
in nineteenth century, 420 seq, (soo 
also Ministers) 

Patriarchal Theory, the, 43 scq. 
Patricians in Komo, 143 seg. ; 
Frankish, 262 

Periandor of Corinth, 96, 97 
Pericles, 104, 114 
Philip the Fair, 227 
Philip II. of Spain, 322, 334 
Phratriae at Athens, 60 
PMjsiocrateSy 392 seq* 

Pisa, 264 
Piaistratus, 96 

Pitt, William, tho elder,* 408 
Pitt, William, tho younger, 371, 406 
Plato, his idea of the state as cilyy 68, 
125 ; on governments, 107 scq . ; on 
degeneration of states, 113 scq . ; his 
ideal state, 120 169, 346, 347 

Plebeians in Home, 143 scq, 

Plutarch, 116 

Pode&tdy the, 243, 273, 288 seq. 
Poland, 341 
PoUsy 135, andjjamm 
Politieal Seienoe distinguished from 
Political Philosophy and Political 
History, 2 

Political Society defined, 1, 25 (see 
State) 

Political thought, relation to facts, 
345-349 

Polity defined, 1 

Polybius on suGcessive forms of 
government, 62 scq , ; on overthrow 
of Achaean monavchy, 72 ; on 
democracy of Mantinea, 103 (note 
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2) ; on Acliaeaii Leaguo, IBS (nolo) ; 1 
on Koman constitution, 157 
Polycrates of Samos, 96 
Praetor^ Praetor 2?ercgTinuSf 159, 161, 
162, 166, 180 (note), 181 
Praetorian Edict, 178 seq. 

Prime Minister (see Ministers) 
Primitive Polity, 29-42, 60, 62 
Priori in Florence, 293 seg. 

Private war, 208, 214, 237 
Proconsul, proconsular, 168, 162, 166, 
166 

Provinces, Koman, 161 

9 

Referendum, 416 
Reformation, 323, 333 
Responsa pnedentium, 186 
Revolutiott^ Englisli, of 1688, 343, 
356, 364, 401 seg/. 

Revolution, the French, the intel- 
lectual source of, 392, 394 ; caused 
hy bankruptcy of Prance, 396 sec. 
Rhodes, 116, 139 (note) 

Robertson's Charles V, quoted, 338, 
339 

Rome, portions of its Enipire broken 
up and reconstituted to form 
modoi'u states, 8 ; its early consti- 
tution, 30, 41 ; early laT,v, 48 seq. ; 
its polity, 141-167 ; development 
of law in, 17G-186 ; Empire of, 192, 
209 seq. and passwi j religion in 
ancient, 220 ; Roman derivation 
of oraft-gilds, 251 (sec also Hohj 
Roman Pinpirc) 

Rousseau, J. J., 372, 378-394, 414, 
438 ; idea of the General Will, App. 
447 sey. 

Salisbury, Council of, 206 
Soandinavia, 213 (note), 310, 421 ; 

federalism of, 428 
Schism, the Great, 231 
Second Chamber, 420 segr, 

Seeley, Prof. Sir J., 396, 402 seq. 
Senate, Roman, 146, 150, 164, 165, 
169 scq.^ 162 seq.^ 166 
Separation of Powers, 376, 377, 413, 
422 seq, (and see Exemtive and 
Legislati'oe) 

Serfs (see Slaves) 

Servins Tullius, 143 
Sioyon, tyranny in, 87 
Slaves, slavery, serfs, 7, 76, 80, 106, 
114, 125, 126, 183, 207, 240, 263, 
324, 445 

Social compact, B62seq,/657 seg.^ 368 
seq.f 3S4 $eq.^ 390 seq, 

Solon, his constitution, 83, 90 


Sovereignty according to Hobbes, 
360 seq. ; of the i)eop1e, 392 
Spain, municipal development in, 
241 j assemblies in, 306 ; growth of 
monarchical power in, 322 ; limita- 
tion of monarchy by Cortes, 322, 
337 j disruption of Ohiiatendom 
strengthens monarchy in, 333 \ 
modern constitution, 420, 421 
Sparta, its constitution, «38, 76 seq, ; 
in favour of oligarchies, 97, 99, 
100 ; its stability, 117 ; against 
Achaean League, 138 ; its control 
over citizens, 169 j Spartans and 
Helots compared to feudal lords and 
vassals, 207 (note) ; notoon decline 
ill number of Spartans, App. 441, 
442 

Spencer, Herbert, on origin of Govern- 
ment, 41-45 ; on the ModioinoMan, 
66 


Stasis in city-states, 121 
State defined, 1, 25-28 ; country and 
city, 7, 16, 18, 67 ssq., 134, 148, 
194 ; and Church, 7, 170 
State.s, general (see A'sSntfis, assemblies 

of) 

Stoics, their influence on Roman law, 
181, 390, App. 445 
Stubbs, Dr. lY., on absence of royalty 
among early Germans, 32, 33 ; on 
English feudalism, 206 ; on early 
English monarchy, 212 ; on papal 
supremacy, 228 
Sulla, L, Cornelius, 161, 165 
Sweden, 318, 421, 428 (see Scandi- 
navia) 

Switzerland, 340 j federalism of, 428 


seq* 

Syuoikisra in Arcadia, etc., 92, 135 


Tacitus on early Germans, 30 aeq.j 
45 ; on mixed government, 128 
Taille (see Taxation) 

Taine, 386 

Taxation, Taxes ; Greek, 114 ; ancient 
and modern views on, 302 ; 
medieval, 205, 303, 304, 308 seg,, 
314 ; absolute monarchy and, 321, 
322, 336, 337 ; Locke on, 302, 
367, 361 ; Montesquieu and, 376, 
413 ; vicious system of, in the 
Ancien Mgime, 381 seq.^ 396 
Teutonic (sec German) 

Thebes, its early oligarchical govern- 
ment, 81 ; democracy in, 101 
Theocracy, medieval, 216 seq, 
Thessaly, nobles of, 81, 442 
Third estate (see Estates) 
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Tlirfisybulus of Miletus, 96 
Timocracy, 102 
TocquoviUo, A. io, 382 $eq. 

Tories, 370 saq.y 405 seq. 

Towns alien to feudalism, 216, 217 (seo 
Cities, also Grermamj, Italy, etc.) 
Tiibunes, Tiibunafce, Roman, 144, 
161, 167 
Turgot, 894 

Twelve Tables, the, 177 seq. 

Tylqr quotfed, 13, 60 
Tyxannis, the Greek, 16, 85, 66-99, 
132 ; tho medieval Italian, 272, 
275, 276, 284, 286 

United I7etherlajid& (see EoUand) 
United States (see America) 


Venioe, its Council of Ton compared 
to Spartan Epliora, 78, 280 ; oarly 
development, 238, 264 j stable oh- 
garohy of, 280, 340 j restricUon of 
power of Doge in, App, 445 seq* 

Walpole, 369 

Wards l^owler, 104 (note), 120 

Whiga, 370 seq., 405 seq. 

William II., Emperor of Geimany, 
409, 427 

William III. of England, 403 

William ly. of England, 40-7 

Wilson, Woodrow, 1G8 (notoj 

Xenophon, 108, 112 


THE END 
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